Trust and Managerial Performance - A Comparative Study of Public and Private Sector Organizations by Jindal, Gopal Krishan
TRUST AND MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE 
A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE SECTOR ORGANIZATIONS 
ABSTRACT 
THESIS 
SUBMITTED FOR THE AWARD OF THE DEGREE OF 
IN 
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
By 
GOPAL KRISHAN JINDAL 
Under the supervision of 
Dr. Parvaiz Talib Dr. P.K. Ghosh 
(Internal Advisor) (External Advisor) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
FACULTY OF MANAGEMENT STUDIES AND RESEARCH 
ALIGARH MUSLIM UNIVERSITY 
ALIGARH (INDIA) 
2006 
ABSTRACT 
The research focuses on trust and managerial performance It compares the 
level of trust and managerial performance across public and private sector 
organizations It explores this phenomenon within the context of 
communication and banking industry 
Trust has been defined as one's willingness to be vulnerable to another based 
on the confidence that the other is benevolent, honest open reliable and 
competent In bnef, trust has been defined as the extent to which one is willing 
to rely upon and make oneself vulnerable to others 
Trust has been found to play a significant role in the corporate world Studies 
have been earned out which relate presence of trust to enhanced team spint, 
to more effective communication within organizations and its impact on 
organizational culture Studies have been earned out to evaluate trust as on 
element of managenal performance 
Managenal performance has long been of interest to organizations and 
researchers Managenal performance has long been considered critical to the 
success of an organization Different perspectives have been proposed for 
judging managenal performance This research study presents a summary of 
three perspectives used for assessing managerial performance namely, a 
traditional perspective, a strategic management approach and an individual 
level competency based approach This study has used the individual level 
competency based approach to assess managerial performance 
«f\A S r O ^ ^ 
This research seeks to measure and compare trust across public and pnvate 
organizations It explores how attributes of trust vary across public and private 
sector, compares managenal performance in public and pnvate sector and 
recommends measures to improve trust levels and managerial performance 
For the study a sample of 160 respondents was selected from four 
organizations, two each from the public and private sector Two of these 
organizations belong to the banking industry (one public and the other pnvate) 
and the other two belong to the communications industry (one public and the 
other private). Respondents were selected across vanous functional areas like 
finance, sales & Marketing, personal loans, switching, customer core, human 
resource management All age groups were adequately represented 
Eight hypothesis were framed for measunng the level of trust Responses 
were collected using trust onentation profile developed by Chartier (1991) 
Responses were marked on a bi-polar scale which helped in reducing 
subjectivity of responses 
Managenal performance was evaluated using the Competing Values 
Framework developed by Quinn (1990), which identifies eight distinct 
managenal roles and rates managers' performance on these eight roles Best 
performing managers are considered Master Managers Master Managers are 
able to balance each of these eight roles and do not spend too much or too 
little time on any one role Statistical tools were used to appropnately help 
analyze the findings 
Higher level of trust was reported in the pnvate sector than the public sector 
Out of twelve trust attnbutes, scores for six attnbutes - expert, genuine, mutual, 
cooperative, accepting & warm and supportive were found to be significantly 
different between public and private sector Scores of only two attnbutes -
genuine and cooperative were found to be higher for the public sector, the 
scores for the remaining four attnbutes were found to be higher for the pnvate 
sector 
Significant difference for these trust attnbutes was also reported when public 
and private organizations in banking and communication were compared Trust 
levels were found to be higher for pnvate organizations in both banking and 
communication industry 
Age IS found not to have a significant beanng on trust Age wise analysis 
revealed significant difference, for only two attnbutes i e expert and mutual 
Findings on managenal performance also revealed that the pnvate sector is 
better placed on this account than the public sector Managers in the pnvate 
sector emerge as Master Managers with all the eight managerial roles in 
balance Public sector managers tend to emphasize on each role individually 
and their performance is not balanced on the eight roles They tend to use 
more of those roles that lie in the rational goal model and the internal process 
model at the expense of the open model and the human relations model 
These findings are also repeated for the specific case of banking and 
communication industry Managenal performance is found to differ significantly 
across age groups on only two roles i e producer and coordinator 
The nature of research tools used in this study did not allow us to specifically 
calculate the correlation between trust and managenal performance However 
we see that when trust is high, managenal performance is better and vice-
versa, so the researcher infers that there is a positive relationship between the 
two 
It IS recommended that awareness and training programs should be conducted 
to increase trust in the public sector Public sector managers also need to be 
educated on the need to balance each of the eight distinct managerial roles 
Stress on just a few roles may not make them a successful manager 
The study has its share of limitations The scope is limited to two industries 
The study has limitation of sample size also although care has been taken to 
draw a representative sample 
Future researchers may use the same approach to study trust and managenal 
performance across other organizations and industnes 
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Chapter-1 
Chapter 1 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
1.0 Introduction 
This chapter comprises of two sections The first section deals with trust, its 
dimensions and related aspects The second section deals with the 
dimensions of managerial performance and managenal roles 
1.1 Trust and its Development 
Trust IS feeling wherein one can expect that the word or promise of another 
individual, whether verbal orwntten, can be relied upon (Rotter, 1971) It is 
a "Behavior that conveys appropriate information, permits mutuality of 
influence, encourages self-control, and avoids abuse of the vulnerability of 
others" (Zand, 1972) Yet, another conceptualization explains trust as, "an 
expectation or belief that one can rely upon another person's actions and 
words and/or that the person has good intentions toward oneself (Mc 
Allister 1995) It determines the extent to which one is wiling to rely upon 
and make oneself vulnerable to another (Bigley & Pearce, 1998) "Trust is 
one's willingness to be vulnerable to another based on the confidence that 
the other is benevolent, honest, open, reliable, and competent" 
(Tschannen-Moran, 2004) 
Convergence of goals set jointly create trust and commitment (Das and 
Teng, 1998) Speeding up trust building depends on individual and 
organizational communications as well as on interpersonal and partnership 
competencies 
Three fundamental types of trust enumerated by Joni (2004) are 
• Personal Trust, based on faith in person's integrity, is a trust at its 
most fundamental level and widely understood It is the trust of confidences 
shared without thought of betrayal, ideas revealed without fear that they will 
be pirated, and tasks assigned to teammates with the assurance that they 
will try hard not to let you down? 
High personal trust exists when we answer yes to the following questions: 
Is this person honest and ethical? Will he make good on his word? Is he 
basically well intentioned? Will he handle confidential information with care 
and discretion? Will he be straight forward about what he doesn't know? 
• Expertise trust is reliance on an adviser's ability in a specific subject 
area. In our daily lives we show expertise trust every time we board a plane 
or schedule surgery. In organizations, leaders develop expertise trust by 
working closely with people who consistently demonstrate their mastery of 
particular subjects or processes. Or, lacking personal experience with 
qualified people, we seek out those with the strongest reputations. Unlike 
personal trust, the parameters of expertise trust tend to be limited to a 
particular content area. Even though one would have worked with 
colleague enough to know that he/she has world-class mind when it comes 
to thinking strategically about markets and segmentation, yet one would 
hesitate-correctly-to consult him/her on any subject outside that realm. 
High expertise trust exists when we answer is yes to the following 
questions: Is this person expert in his/her field? Is his/her knowledge up-to-
date? Does he/she present credible information to support her positions? Is 
he/she able to apply the expertise to the specific situation? Can he/she 
offer sage advice on risks, options, and trade-offs. 
• Structural trust reflects how roles and ambition affect advice and 
spin information. High structural trust provides leaders with a channel for 
pure insight and information. People with high structural trust are 
individuals whose advice is sought by people in power e.g. President 
Johnson sought the advice of Mr. Clark Clifford, who held no official 
position. It was Mr. Clark Clifford expertise as well as the fact that he had 
no stake in the government that gave him a position of high structural trust. 
High structural trust exists when we answer yes to the following questions 
Given this person's role and responsibilities, can he offer judgment 
untainted by his goals or interesf? Is he in a position to be fully loyaP Is he 
unlikely to spin or filter information'? Is it reasonable to assume he will not 
move into a role that places structural constraints on our level of trust (for 
example, will we someday compete for the same position or for the same 
client)? 
Trust takes a long time to build, is fragile and gets obliterated on a slight 
doubt and then becomes difficult to regain it again (Sonnenberg 1993) 
Since trust begets trust and distrust begets distrust, maintaining trust 
requires delicate handling and careful attention Natural trust develops 
slowly (Barney & Hansen,1994), though incremental investments and 
experiences increase the possibility to develop trust 
Conditional trust may be enough for an exchange relationship to function at 
a certain level (Zucker, 1986), but the need to monitor and control remains 
Trust IS always fragile and the early, conditional trust is on a testing penod 
Even minor signals of distrust may freeze the interest and attempt to 
develop the relationship may be viewed with suspicion If there is 
detenoration in trust, parties can no longer take the role of the other with 
dependability and the process of distrust starts If the parties are able to 
reach level of unconditional trust, they may concentrate fully on the task to 
be accomplished 
1.1.1 Dimensions of trust 
Trust IS the basis of human relationships and it supports the ethical norms 
of human behavior Chartier (1991) held that generation of trust calls for a 
collage of charactenstics and attitudes Table 1-1 presents various 
personal characteristics, attitudes, and behaviors that contnbute to a 
climate of trust The level of trust depends on the degree to which some or 
all are present 
Table 1-1: TRUST ORIENTATION PROFILE 
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
• 
1. 
2. 
3, 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
Open 
Willing to Risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and Warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Problem Centered 
Dependable 
(Source.-Chartier, 1991) 
Tschannen-Moran (2004) also suggested tine key ingredients as depicted in 
table 1-2, that make for trustv\/orthy relationship. 
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Table 1-2: FACETS OF TRUST 
FACETS OF TRUST 
Benevolence Canng, extending good will, having positive intentions, 
supporting staff, expressing appreciation for staff efforts, 
being fair, guarding confidential information 
Honesty Having integnty, telling the truth, keeping promises 
hononng agreements, having authenticity, accepting 
responsibility, avoiding manipulation, being real, being true 
to oneself 
Openness Engaging in open communication, sharing important 
information, delegating, shanng decision making, shanng 
power 
Reliability Having consistency, being dependable, demonstrating 
commitment, having dedication, being diligent 
Competence Setting an example, engaging in problem solving, fostenng 
conflict resolution (rather than avoidance), working hard, 
pressing for results, setting standards, buffenng staff, 
handling difficult situations, being flexible 
{Source Tschannen - Moran, 2004) 
1.1.2 Trust and Communication 
The 'Johari Window' model proposes that mutual trust improves perceptual 
accuracy and communication 
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Figure 1-1: JOHARI WINDOW 
Known 
Others 
Unknown 
Others 
Known Self Unknown self 
Open 
i i ; 
Disclosure 
Hidden 
Blind 
Unknown 
{Source Joseph and Harry 1955) 
In addition to information based on facts (Sydow, 1998) information on 
feelings, intentions and opinions should also be communicated In 
successful communication there exists complexity of network relations, 
wherein organizational functionaries transact with one another for a variety 
of reasons and exchange different contents, i e information and emotions 
If a communicator is able to be clear and precise on the issue and 
simultaneously add and develop the dialogue, she/he is bound to develop a 
trusting relationship 
If trust IS shown honestly in the form of proactive information, advice and 
social support, it serves as a strong building block for trust 
1.1.3 Trust and Team Work 
Trust IS an important element of effective work groups (Golembieske & 
McConkie, 1975 and Larson & La Fasto, 1989) Theory Z also suggests 
that large complex organizations are human systems and their 
effectiveness depends on the quality of humanism used Mutual trust 
between members of an organization reduces conflict and leads to team 
work (Gupta, 1990) Work teams are the building blocks of organizations 
and responsible for organizational development (French and Bell, 1995) 
This model argues for more open communication on the assumption that 
people understand each other better when the amount of information in the 
open area increases. The trust leads to more accurate and complete 
information. The level of confidence and influence is higher in a trusting 
environment (Zand, 1972). The constituents are depicted in the Figure 1-2. 
Figure 1- 2: RELATIONSHIP OF TRUST TO INFORMATION, 
INFLUENCE AND CONTROL 
/ 
CONTROL 
Accept more interdep-
endence with others. 
Impose less procedure 
to control others. 
Greater confidence that 
others will do what they 
agree to. Greater 
commitment to do what 
one agreed to 
TRUST 
Increase one's 
vulnerability to 
others whose 
behavior one 
cannot control 
\ 
INFORMATION 
Disclose 
accurate, 
more 
relevant, 
and complete data 
about the 
one's 
and one's 
problem, 
thoughts 
feelings 
\ 
INFLUENCE 
Accept more influence 
from others in selection 
of goals, Choice of 
methods, evaluation of 
progress 
*^ 
(Source-Zand, 1972) 
Leaders can build trust in teams members by role modeling (Rich, 1997) 
High-performance teams are characterized by high mutual trust among its 
members. That is, members believe in the integrity, character and ability of 
each other. (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996; Shamir, Zakay, Breinen & Popper, 
1998). 
Trust IS even more important in cross-functional, geographically distnbuted 
dyads because of the different disciplinary perspectives and the lack of 
face-to-face interaction while working at a distance Trust improves the 
work process and performance of both members of the dyad, i e the trustor 
and the trustee, leading to a greater work output, marked by larger output 
in less time, less cost and of better quality (Zolin Fruchter and Hinds 
2003) Trusting behaviour leads to optimization of organizational 
processes, such as, decision-making, communication leadership, 
motivation, control and coordination giving nse to synergistic outcomes in 
terms of quality outputs at lower costs Trust helps in integrating individual, 
group, and organizational goals 
1.1.4 Trust and Relationships 
In an ongoing relationship, there is a sense of care, not just care about the 
immediate outcome but also care about the relationship People make 
emotional investments in trust relationships and believe that these 
sentiments are reciprocated (McAllister, 1995) When trust in the 
benevolence of others is missing, there is likely to be a cost in overall 
productivity as energy is invested in making mental provisions or alternative 
plans or in assessing the available recourse in case of lack of trust 
One of the important requirements for managenal success is to gam and 
sustain people's attention (Davenport & Beck, 2000), which may be better 
achieved if it is sent by trustworthy managers having credible relationships 
People do not want their time, or their attention, wasted The scarcest 
resource for today's business managers is no longer just land capital 
human labor, or information Attention is what is in short supply 
Investing in relationships is important not only with the frontline employees 
but also with the unions and supervisors for the success of the enterpnse 
(Gittell, 2001) Respect as a culture npples through the entire business if 
one goes after people's hearts Encouraging and providing help to young 
employees for their growth rather than just the operational focus develops 
trust and makes the relationship bonds stronger, which results in short and 
long term organizational success Understanding people and the 
relationship between them is at the core of group-formation to decide 'What 
group will work together best to get a specific job done"?' 
1.1.5 Trust and Performance 
The productivity of departments with high group loyalty one of the 
components of trust, exceed the productivity of departments with low group 
loyalty Supportive leaders are more productive through effective work 
teams and are accepted as leaders in unstructured situations as well This 
highlights the significance of trust generating leader behavior Positive 
qualities tend to be inferred from high team performance and negative 
qualities tend to be inferred from poor team performance (Staw, 1975) 
Trusting culture results in effective performance (Dwivedi, 1980), which is 
reflected in accomplishment of higher levels of outputs, reduction in 
restraining behavior, such as, employee-turnover, absenteeism 
indiscipline, gnevances, and unrest to the lowest possible levels and 
enhancement of participants' morale 
Trust IS a core basis of effective leadership (Bennis & Nanus 1984) Lack 
of trust in an organization can lead to a culture of control and the likely 
response is the institution of rules in the organization to serve as a 
substitute of trust (Zucker, 1986) and is likely to affect performance 
Trustworthiness is an important trait of leaders (Bass, 1990) Argyns 
(1964), McGregor (1967), and Likert (1967) highlighted the significance of 
trust in leadership for effective organizations 
Trust in leadership is important in that it allows the team to be willing to 
accept the leader's activities, goals, and decisions and work hard to 
achieve them (Dirks, 2000) When the team feels that they cannot rely 
upon the leader and/or that the leader does not have their interests at 
heart, they are unlikely to carry out the roles specified by the leader, and 
work towards the performance-related objectives and strategies set by the 
leader This will make it difficult for the team to work together effectively 
and perform at a high level 
1.2 Facets of Managerial Performance 
Managerial performance is a subset of organizational performance The 
performance measures for the organization have always been a matter of 
discussion and concern The early approaches concentrated mainly on 
tangible financial parameters such as, Profitability Ratios - return on 
investment (ROI), operating expense ratio, earnings per share (EPS), 
Liquidity Ratios - current ratio, quick ratio. Leverage Ratios - total debt 
ratio, debt equity ratio, capital equity ratio. Activity Ratios - assets turnover, 
inventory turnover, debtors turnover These measures focus on the 
quantitative aspect of managerial performance As the perspectives on 
managenal performance changed organizations also started to focus on 
the qualitative aspects of performance like job satisfaction, employee 
turnover, customer satisfaction among others 
We shall discuss ahead how the two perspectives of managenal 
peformance (quantitative and qualitative) evolved 
The three perspectives on managenal effectiveness (Page, Wilson and 
Mayer, 1999) are 
• A traditional/conventional perspective 
• A strategic management/organizational level competency approach 
• An individual level competency-based approach to managenal 
effectiveness 
Traditional/conventional approach The perspective on management was 
developed in the era of business stability and drew heavily on the work of 
Mintzberg (1973) and Katz (1974) 
Traditionally management was established as a process of planning, 
organizing, leading and controlling Mintzberg added interpersonal, 
informational and decisional managenal roles Katz provided a typology of 
managenal skills, termed Technical', Human and conceptual' 
Strategic Management/Organization competency approach In the strategic 
perspective, the emphasis is on identifying a set of core competences 
(strengths) of the organization in order to achieve and sustain a competitive 
advantage 
Competency-based approach at individual level Managerial performance is 
evaluated by measunng transferable management skills that are applicable 
across different circumstances This management model focuses solely on 
the human input provided by managers 
This perspective on managenal effectiveness has its share of detractors 
Cntics opine that it doesn't consider the impact of circumstances which 
can have a major role in deciding managenal effectiveness Further it 
focuses on assessable technical skills and ignores the importance of more 
abstract personal characteristics like sensitivity, emotional stability 
credibility 
Inspite of these problems, this approach has been adopted at national 
industry and organizational levels 
The organizational performance is affected by a number of factors such as 
commitment, decision-making, communication, control motivation 
organizational structure, conflict management, and leadership style It is 
also presumed that within the parameters of available resources and 
external environment, the degree of vanation for organizational 
performance does not have a definite relationship with any single factor 
This evolutionary perspective has been cnsply crystallized by (Quinn 
Faerman, Thompson and McGrath, 1990) Key context and process of 
emergence of these models are presented, in brief, below 
The models and definitions of management keep evolving (Quinn 1990) 
As societal values change, existing viewpoints alter and new models of 
management emerge The four major management models evolved from 
the conditions in each of the first three quarters of the twentieth century are 
enumerated here below The emergence of each new model indicates that 
some additional dimensions to conceptualizations of managerial job were 
added It complemented the earlier view and ennched the perspective of 
managerial roles and responsibilities 
1900-1925: The Rational Goal Model and the Internal Process Models 
The first 25 years of this century witnessed exciting growth and progress It 
contributed to the high prospenty of the twenties The economy was 
charactenzed by nch resources, cheap labor and laissez-faire policies This 
was a penod of 'survival of the fittest' Taylor introduced a variety of 
techniques for rationalizing work Efficiency was the key concern Henry 
Ford was pnnciple and most visible exponent of this model 
In this histoncal context the first two models of management began to 
emerge The first being rational goal model. Key decisions were dnven by 
considerations of the bottom line Ultimate cnteria of effectiveness were 
productivity and profit The manager, in this context, played the role of the 
director and producer 
The second model, the internal process model also emerged 
simultaneously In this model the emphasis was on stability and continuity 
Earlier Fayol and later Max Weber helped codify this approach The core 
belief was that routinisation leads to stability Key processes focused on 
definition of responsibilities, measurements, documentation and record 
keeping The ultimate value was efficient work flow and the manager's job 
was to be a structured monitor and coordinator 
1926-1950: The Human Relations Model 
Dunng this period, some fundamental changes began to appear in the 
fabnc of society dunng the second quarter of the century Unions now a 
significant force, adhered to an economic agenda Worker's earning 
increased There was a sense of prosperity and a concern with recreation 
as well as survival Factory workers were not as eager as their parents had 
been to accept the opportunity to work overtime Neither were they as likely 
to give unquestioning obedience to authority Hence, managers were 
12 
finding that the rational goal and internal process models were no longer as 
effective as they once were 
The emerging orientation was thus the human relations model In this 
model, the key values were commitment, cohesion, and morale The 
central processes were participation, conflict resolution, and consensus 
building The organization took a clanlike, team-onented climate in which 
decision-making was characterized by deep involvement Here if an 
employee's efficiency declined, managers took a developmental 
perspective and looked at a complex set of motivational factors They 
altered the person's degree of participation through application of social 
psychological variables The manager's job become of sensitive mentor 
and facilitator 
1951-1975: The Open Systems Model 
In this period, there was a marked shift from a clear product economy to 
the beginnings of a service economy Technological advances begin to 
occur at an ever-increasing rate Societal values also shifted dramatically 
A more individualistic and conservative onentation began to take root 
Spurred by considerable prosperity and higher levels of education, workers 
were now concerned not only with money and recreation but also with self-
fulfillment Women began to move into professions The agenda of labor 
expanded to include social and political issues Organizations became 
knowledge intense, and it was no longer possible to expect the boss to 
know more than every person he or she supervised 
In the mid-sixties, spurred by the ever-increasing rate of change and the 
need to understand how to manage in a fast-changing, knowledge-intense 
world, a vanety of academics began to crystallize open systems model of 
organization This model was more dynamic than others The manager was 
no longer seen as a rational decision maker controlling a machinelike 
organization Mintzberg (1973), for example showed that in contrast to the 
highly systematic pictures portrayed in the pnnciples of administration 
managers live in highly unpredictable environments and have little time to 
13 
organize and plan There are, instead, bombarded by constant stimuli and 
forced to take rapid decisions Such observations were consistent with the 
movement to develop contingency theories These theones recognized the 
over simplicity of earlier approaches 
In the open systems model, the organization is faced with a need to 
compete in an ambiguous as well as competitive environment The key 
cntena of organizational effectiveness were adaptability and external 
support Because of the emphasis on organizational flexibility and 
responsiveness, key processes were political adaptation, creative problem 
solving, innovation, and the management of change The organization had 
to have innovative climate and was more of an adhocracy rather than a 
bureaucracy In this situation common vision and shared values were very 
important The manager was expected to play the role of innovator/change 
catalyst and broker/ ambassador 
1976 ONWARDS: Vanety of different perspectives or models 
Subsequently, it became apparent that organizations were in deep trouble 
US economy faced severe competition from Japanese products In the 
labor force, knowledge work became commonplace and physical labor 
rare Labor unions experienced major setbacks as organizations struggled 
to downsize their staffs and increase quality at the same time The issue of 
job security became increasingly important in labor negotiations 
Organizations faced new issues, such as takeover and downsizing One 
middle manager struggled to do the job previously done by two or three 
Burnout and stress became hot topics Revitalize a stagnant organization 
became a key concern 
In a world of intense competition and change, the new buzzwords were 
excellence, quality, customer driven, urgency, continuous improvement 
culture, transformational leadership, and integnty These reflected the 
challenge of revitalizing the still bureaucratic onentations of the 1951 to 
1975 penod to an onentation of continuous responsiveness in a highly 
ambiguous and fast-changing environment 
In such a situation, simple solutions became suspect None of the four 
models summanzed in table 1-3 offered a sufficient answer Even the more 
complex open systems approach was not sufficient Sometimes structure 
was required, sometimes change But, more and more, we needed both at 
the same time Today, for example, many organizations find themselves 
both downsizing and expanding simultaneously Managing such a process 
was inherently difficult 
Table 1-3: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FOUR MANAGEMENT 
MODELS 
Criteria of 
effectiveness 
IVIeans-ends 
theory 
Emphasis 
Climate 
Roles of 
manager 
Rational Goal 
IVIodel 
Productivity, profit 
Clear direction 
leads to productive 
outcomes 
Goal clarification, 
rational analysis, 
and action taking 
Rational economic 
" the bottom line 
Director and 
producer 
Internal Process 
Model 
Stability, continuity 
Belief that 
routinization leads to 
stability 
Defining 
responsibility, 
measurement, 
documentation 
Hierarchical 
Monitor and 
coordinator 
Human Relations 
IVIodel 
Commitment, 
cohesion morale 
Belief that 
involvement results 
in commitment 
Participation conflict 
resolution, and 
consensus building 
Team onented 
Mentor and 
facilitator 
Open Systems 
Model 
1 
Adaptability external 
support 
Continual adaptation 
and innovation lead 
to acquinng and 
maintaining external 
resources 
Political adaptation 
1 
creative problem , 
solving, innovation 
change management 
1 
Innovative flexible 
1 
Innovator and Broker 
{Source Quinn Faerman Thompson and McGrath 1990) 
Most of the times, one thinks of the concept of organization in a very static 
and purposeful way One reason we have this perception is because of our 
experience. At the lowest levels organizations are encountered as re/at(ve(y 
stable, predicable patterns of action They appear to be, or at least we 
expect them to be, the ultimate product of rational-deductive thinking We 
think of them as static mechanisms designed to accomplish some single 
purpose 
Organizations are dynamic. Particularly as one moves up, things become 
less tangible and less predictable. A primary characteristic of managing, 
particularly at higher organizational leaders spend much of their time living 
in fields of perceived tensions They are often no right answers 
The people who come to be masters of management do not see their work 
environment only in structured, analytic ways Instead, they also have the 
capacity to see it as a complex, dynamic system that is constantly evolving 
In order to interact effectively with it, they employ a variety of different 
perspectives or models As one set of conditions anses, they focus on 
certain cues that lead them to apply a very analytic and structured 
approach. As these cues fade, they were being very intuitive and flexible 
At another time they may emphasize the overall task, and at still another 
they may focus on the welfare of a single individual. 
Quinn (1988) highlighted that the four models need not be seen 
independently, but rather as competing or complementary elements in a 
larger model of management These models can be viewed as closely 
related and interwoven Taken alone, no one of the models offers the range 
of perspectives and the increased choice and potential effectiveness 
provided by considering them all as part of a larger framework known as 
competing values framework, where the inputs are competing or also 
complementary. 
The managerial performance must, therefore, focus on all the areas of the 
completing values framework. This study makes use of this 
conceptualization of managerial job and evaluates managenal performance 
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in terms of these complimentary roles i e of a director, producer, monitor, 
coordinator, facilitator, mentor, innovator/change catalyst and 
broker/ambassador. 
Figure 1- 3: COMPETING VALUES FRAMEWORK FOR MANAGERIAL 
PERFORMANCE 
Flexibility 
Human Relations 
Model 
Open Systems 
Model 
lntern# *• External 
Internal 
Process Model 
Rational Goal 
Model 
Control 
{Source Quinn, 1988) 
The relationships among the models can be seen in terms of two axes The 
vertical axis ranges from flexibility at the top to control at the bottom The 
horizontal axis ranges from an internal organization focus at the left to an 
external organization focus at the nght Each model fits in one of the four 
quadrants. 
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The human relations model, for example, stresses the cnteria shown in the 
upper left quadrant participation, openness, commitment, and morale The 
open systems model stresses the critena shown in the upper right 
quadrant innovation, adaptation growth, and resource acquisition 
The rational goal model stresses the critena shown in the lower nght 
quadrant direction and goal clarity, and productivity and accomplishment 
The internal process model, in the lower left quadrant, stresses 
documentation, information management, stability, and control 
Each model has a perceptual opposite The human relations model, 
defined by flexibility and internal focus, stands in contrast to the rational 
goal model, which is defined by control and external focus In the first, for 
example, people are inherently valued In the second, people are of value 
only if they contnbute greatly to goal attainment 
The open systems model, defined by flexibility and external focus runs 
counter to the internal process model, which is defined by control and 
internal focus While the open systems model is concerned with adapting to 
the continuous change in the environment, the internal process model is 
concerned with maintaining stability and continuity inside the system 
Parallels among the models are also important The human relations and 
open systems models share an emphasis on flexibility The open systems 
and rational goal models share an emphasis on external focus The rational 
goal and internal process models emphasize control And, the internal 
process and human relations models share an emphasis on internal focus 
The general values reflected in the competing values framework are given 
below 
The framework reflects the complexity confronted by people in real 
organizations It therefore provides a tool to broaden thinking and to 
increase choice and effectiveness This however, can only happen as three 
challenges are met 
Figure 1-4: EIGHT GENERAL ORIENTATIONS IN COMPETING 
VALUES FRAMEWORK 
{Source Quinn, 1988) 
Challenge 1 - To appreciate both the values and the weaknesses of each 
of the four models 
Challenge 2 - To acquire and use the competencies associated with each 
model 
Challenge 3 - To dynamically integrate the competencies from each of the 
models with the managerial situations encountered 
The competing values framework encompasses four models The 
managenal performance thus depends on eight roles the manager is 
required to perform These roles and the key competencies needed are 
enumerated below 
Table 1-4: EIGHT MANAGERIAL ROLES AND THEIR KEY 
COMPETENCIES 
Managerial Role 
Director Role 
Producer Role 
Coordinator Role 
Monitor Role 
Mentor Role 
Facilitator Role 
Key Competencies needed 
1 Taking initiative 
2 Goal setting 
3 Delegating effectively 
1 Personal productivity and motivation 
2 Motivating others 
3 Time and stress management 
1 Planning 
2 Organizing and designing 
3 Controlling 
1 Reducing information overload 
2 Analyzing information with critical thinking 
3 Presenting information, wnting effectively 
1 Understanding yourself and others 
2 Interpersonal communication 
3 Developing subordinates 
1 Team building 
2 Participative decision making 
3 Conflict management 
Contd 
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Innovator Role 
Broker Role 
1 Living with change 
2 Creative thinking 
3 Managing change 
1 Building and maintaining a power base 
2 Negotiating agreement and commitment 
3 Presenting ideas 
{Source Quinn Faerman Thompson and McGrath 1990) 
As a director, a manager is expected to clarify expectations through 
processes, such as planning and goal setting to be a decisive initiator who 
defines problems, selects alternatives, establishes objectives defines roles 
and tasks, generates rules and policies and gives instructions 
As a producer, a manager is expected to be task oriented and work 
focused and to have high interest, motivation, energy, and personal dnve 
They are supposed to accept responsibility, complete assignments, and 
maintain high personal productivity This usually involves motivating 
members to increase production and to accomplish stated goals 
As a monitor, a manager is expected to know what is going on in the unit 
to see if people are complying with the rules, and to see if the unit is 
meeting its quotas 
As a coordinator, a manager is expected to maintain the structure and flow 
of the system The person in this role is expected to be dependable and 
reliable 
As a facilitator, a manager is expected to foster collective effort build 
cohesion and teamwork, and manage interpersonal conflict 
As a mentor, a manager is expected to be engaged in the development of 
people through a canng empathetic onentation 
As an innovator/change catalyst, a manager is expected to facilitate 
adaptation and change The innovator pays attention to the changing 
environment, identifies important trends, conceptualizes and projects 
needed changes and tolerates uncertainty and nsk 
As a broker/ambassador, a manger is expected to maintain external 
legitimacy and obtain external resources The person in this role is 
concerned for image, appearance and reputation 
Thus the competing values framework helps in getting a holistic picture of 
managenal performance, we are able to evaluate managenal performance 
in both the qualitative (using open and human relations models) and 
quantitative (using rational and internal process) aspects This study has, 
therefore, used this framework to assess managerial performance 
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Chapter-2 
Chapter 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
2.0 Introduction 
The survey of the literature was carried out to take the stock of the earlier 
researches in the area to cover the following dimensions 
• The characteristics, attitudes and behaviors that lead to 
development of trust 
• Conceptual contnbutions to comprehend nature of managerial 
work/job 
• Influence of trust on different aspects of organizational 
functioning, such as, organizational culture, communication, 
problem solving, performance, cross-functional teams 
• The different managenal roles warranted in today's complex 
scenano 
• Empincal studies conducted to explore the influence of trust on 
managenal performance 
2.1 Attributes for Development of Trust 
Several studied have been earned out focusing the charactenstics 
attitudes and behaviors that lead to development of trust The details of the 
studies are enumerated here below 
Arrow (1974) studied trusting/mistrusting relationships, particularly in the 
context of nsk-takmg For technological progress, organizations need to 
share with others, the latest expertise in their respective areas of 
operations, be it in processes, research and development or marketing 
Risk and trust are involved in every transaction where the simultaneous 
and immediate exchange is not possible Organizations engaged in a 
technology partnership programme share valuable information, which may 
not be safeguarded by secrecy agreements Vanous types of nsks, e g 
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failures in technology development, performance or market risk or 
unintended disclosure of propnetary information and a partner's 
opportunistic behavior m e g absorbing and imitating the technology or 
recruiting key persons are present In this context, this study analyzed the 
outcomes of nsk taking It concluded that ability to build trust via nsk-taking 
IS a necessary precondition to relationship 
The conclusions of the above study are in line with the findings of Conger 
and Kanungo (1984), that the behaviors of effective managers include 
willingness to take nsk It makes such manager trustworthy People like to 
identify with and imitate these managers 
Axelrod (1984) studied the generation of trust and the speed of trust 
development in the era of telecommunications He analyzed the influence 
of dependence on the development of trust via different functional 
parameters It was further studied whether trust developed faster if the 
projected organizational goals and predicted growth could be the outcome 
for both the partnering firms It was studied that in a case when both 
partnenng firms have dependence on each other, whether trust got 
generated In the context of increased dependence on telecommunications, 
the organizations seldom come together to discuss across the table their 
vision and the problems that they face dunng the process of its realization 
The exchange of views regarding deployment of human resources, 
financial resources, research and development outputs is also rarely done 
The partnenng firms have little chance to commit themselves to the 
relationship or expenence the values and goals of the other The study 
concluded that although the speed of organizational work has increased in 
the era of telecommunications, mutual dependence between both the firms 
assumes much greater significance and leads to gradual development of 
trust A common future is a strong motivator for a trusting relationship as it 
becomes believable that the operations not only benefit one firm, but both 
the partnenng firms 
Zucker (1986) studied the central modes of trust creation and different 
typologies of trust Zucker studied the US enterpnses on the early industnal 
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formation (mid 1800s to early 1900') Different typologies of trust were 
studied like institutional-based trust, charactenstic-based trust and process-
based trust Charactenstic-based trust's association to a person and if, it is 
based on, for example, ethnicity or background, was studied The process-
based trust's association to expected or past exchange, for example 
reputation was tested It was found that associations were positive and that 
the institutional-based trust supplemented the process-based trust It was 
inferred that reputation is a vital parameter for development of trust It was 
further concluded that building trust via reputation is particularly important 
for complementary parties to reach the potential network benefits of scale 
and scope The organizational goals and growth could thus be achieved 
through bonds of trust where the responses from the other side could be 
predicted 
The conclusions of the above study are in line with the findings of Burns 
(1990), who held that moral dimension plays a significant role in changing 
the attitudes and behaviors of followers 
Chartier (1991), attempted to crystallize factors needed for trust to be 
present His study focused on profile for trust-onentation He analyzed the 
personal charactenstics, attitudes and behaviors that contnbute to a climate 
of trust and those that contnbute to a climate of mistrust These 
charactenstics have been presented in Table 2-1 This study helped 
crystallize contrasting charactenstics that build trust versus those that build 
mistrust 
Open Versus Closed; Open people share their innermost thoughts and 
feelings with others and are receptive to data ideas, perceptions, and 
feelings Closed people keep their thoughts and feelings to themselves and 
project an attitude of being nonreceptive to others' communications 
Willingness to take Risk Versus Unwilling to Risk; Risking is the 
process of deciding to accept potentially adverse results that may come 
from trusting another Willingness to take nsk is based on the assumption 
of trustworthiness of other person Unwilling to take nsk results when one 
does not trust the other person 
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Table 2-1: CONTRIBUTORS TO A TRUSTING VERSUS A 
MISTRUSTING CLIMATE 
Trust-Building 
Characteristics and Attitudes 
Open 
Willingness to tal^ e risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and Warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Problem Centered 
Dependable 
Mistrust-Building Characteristics 
and Attitudes 
Closed 
Unwillingness to take risk 
Competitive 
Rejecting and Cold 
Inept 
Unaccountable 
Controlling 
Disrespectful 
Hypocritical 
Superior 
Solution Minded 
Capricious 
1 
(Source: Chartier, 1991) 
Cooperative Versus Competitive; A cooperative attitude builds trust; 
when people experience a spirit of cooperation, they share relevant 
information openly, clearly, and honestly. When a competitive attitude 
pervades, the climate of trust may be difficult to achieve; fear and 
defensiveness are the likely results. 
Accepting and Warm Versus Rejecting and Cold; An accepting, warm 
attitude is a major contributor to trust building. On the other hand, a 
rejecting, cold attitude creates feelings of rejection, low self-esteem, and 
hostility, which leads to mistrust and suspicion. 
Expert Versus Inept; People trust others who are knowledgeable and 
experienced in the area in which trust is to be granted. When people lack 
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expertise it leads to a hostile, defensive environment which undercuts 
interpersonal relationships 
Accountable Versus Unaccountable; Trust is enhanced when people are 
willing to be accountable to one another Accountable relationships create 
and maintain a trustworthy climate Without accountability an 
undependable climate is created wherein people cannot count on each 
other 
Supportive Versus Controlling; The supportive person seeks to be 
encouraging, reassunng, and understanding of others, their agendas, and 
their goals While a controlling person considers others as inadequate and 
that they need to be dominated 
Respectful Versus Disrespectful; Situations in which people are 
convinced that others respect them for who they are and for what they have 
to contnbute are conducive to trust vis-a-vis disrespectful In situations 
where verbal/physical abuse takes place, fear overwhelms the bonds of 
trust 
Genuine Versus Hypocritical; A genuine person is a person of integnty 
The genuine person's thoughts, feelings, and actions are consistent As 
opposed to that hypocntical On the other hand it is difficult to trust 
someone whose words and actions are inconsistent 
Mutual Versus Superior; A spint of mutuality generates a trustworthy 
climate in which each person's ability and interest are valued and nurtured 
When people communicate an attitude of being superior to others, a 
climate conducive to mistrust and defensiveness is created 
Problem Centred Versus Solution Minded; People with problem-
centered attitude work collaboratively to define problems, explore 
alternatives, and arrive at solution Solution minded people are quick to 
arnve at a solution and fail to explore the nature of the problem They have 
a strong tendency to impose their answers on others 
Dependable Versus Capricious; Human beings will trust others more 
easily and more deeply if they believe they can rely on them 
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Based on the comprehensive study of these twelve characteristics, 
attitudes and behaviors, Chartier developed an instrument containing 24 
Items (Appendix -A), In this instrument two statements each are associated 
with each of the twelve dimensions of trust crystallized by Chartier Infact, 
this instrument became of one of the basis of collecting relevant data for 
faith present study 
This study helped demonstrate the complexity of trust Chartier opined that 
these positive charactenstics, attitudes, and behaviors may not have to be 
present for a trustworthy climate to exist However, the trust level depends 
on the degree to which some or all are present Mistrust will be present to 
the degree that the negative characteristics, attitudes, and behaviors are 
present 
This comprehensive study helped conclude that trust is difficult to achieve 
People must engage in consistent hard work to obtain it, for trust grows 
slowly Because of the complex dynamics surrounding trust, it cannot be 
built in a short period of time and have a lasting value It takes time, 
physical presence and human energy Chartier also inferred that as trust 
between people grows, behaviors change and inter personal dynamics are 
transformed Diverse skills and abilities become recognized and 
appreciated as strengths People begin to accept one another's attitudes 
and feelings, they learn to be themselves instead of playing roles People 
become more expressive, involved, committed, impulsive, frank and 
spontaneous Their communication is efficient and clear They like to 
confront issues The flow of data is open and uninhibited When trust is 
present, people gather data quickly and make decisions effectively These 
pnnciples are as true to work teams as they are in other interpersonal 
relationships 
Dougiaz, Creed, and Miles (1996), studied factors and process of the 
development of unconditional trust The study explored factors that were 
significant dunng the course of emerging relationship The outcomes of 
integrity were studied in relation to the development of trust It was 
observed that before finalizing their perception, the individuals look toward 
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'inside' where they maintain mental accounts regarding the perceived 
history of trust-related behaviors involving self and others Parties in an 
emerging relationship constantly, consciously or unconsciously evaluate 
trustworthiness from the indices or signals in the others speech and 
behavior and want to see whether they can trust the other party's integnty 
in promoting mutual good It was further observed that only a continuous 
positive evaluation results in the progress of trust development This study 
concluded that integrity promotes unconditional trust that creates positive 
effect and fnendship, which widens the way the parties see their role and 
tasks 
The conclusion of the above study are in line with the findings of Kramer 
and Tyler (1996), that unconditional identification with a group increases 
expectations that others will reciprocate and enhances mutual trust which 
improves the quality of problem solving and decision making 
Bidault and Jarillo (1997), studied the significance of goodwill in trust 
development It was analyzed whether competence and/or goodwill were 
the factors significant for the development of trust The influence of 
empathy on trust was also studied The study examined the enhancement 
of trustworthiness of a person who fulfilled the positive desires of others 
This study concluded that in the business context both competence and 
goodwill levels were needed for trust to develop 
The conclusions of the above study corroborate findings of Zand (1997), 
that sense of canng or benevolence, the confidence that one's well being or 
something one cares about, will be protected and not harmed by the 
trusted party, is an essential ingredient and recognized facet of trust 
Blomqvist and Stable (1998), on the basis of review of several studies 
crystallized bases for trust building The Table 2-3 enumerates those bases 
of trust The table has been organized in accordance with the three 
dimensions of trust, namely, competence, goodwill and behavior 
This study helped us infer that organizational trust is created because of 
individual as well as organizational actions 
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Table 2-2: BASES FOR TRUST 
COMPETENCE: TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES, SKILLS AND KNOW-HOW 
Competence Sydow1998 
GOODWILL: MORAL RESPONSIBILIT 
TOWARD OT 
Receptiveness of organizational culture 
Internal interaction in the organizational 
culture. 
Acceptance of mutual interdependency 
Equity 
Reciprocity 
Reliability 
Security and stability 
Shared values 
Social similarity 
Personal chemistry, 
Same social sub-system 
Socialization and Creating shared meanings 
Management Philosophy 
Organizational culture 
Goals and visions 
Organizational structure 
Y AND POSITIVE INTENTIONS 
HERS 
Dodgson 1993 
Sydow1998 
Luhmann 1995 
Sydow1998 
Stahle1998 
Das and Teng 1998 
Dougiaz, Geedand Males, 1996 
Sydow 1998 
Jones and George 1998 
Zucker1986 
Zucker1986 
Sydow 1998 
Zucker1986 
Kramer and Tyler 1996 
Hardy 1998 
Barney and Hansen 1994 
Giddens 1984 
Whitener1998 
Sydow 1998 
Das and Teng 1998 
Sydow1998 
Dougiaz, Creed and Miles 1996 
BEHAVIOR: INTERACTION BASED ON COGNITION AND EXPERIENCE 
Communication 
Multiplexity of communication 
Information 
Concern 
Learning and Undeistanding 
Interfirm adaptation 
Commitment 
Shadow of the future 
Personal experience 
Reputation 
Luhmann 1995 
Das and Teng 1998 
Sydow 1998 
Das and Teng 1998 
Dougiaz, Creed and Miles 1996 
Whitener 1998 
Jones and George 1998 
Das and Teng 1998 
Das and Teng 1998 
Barney and Hansen 1994 
Axelrod 1984 
Sydow 1998 
Douglez, Creed and Miles 1996 
Barney and Hansen 1994 
Zucker1986 
(Source: Blomqvistand Stable, 1998) 
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Whitener (1998) studied the outcome of mutual competencies and 
examined the factors leading to trustworthy information. The factors such 
as, imparting knowledge to increase education, adaptation, commitment, 
reputation were analyzed for their outcome on the development of trust. 
Significance of emotions and the contribution thereby was also studied in 
providing information. It was found that trust could be enhanced by 
increasing education to accept diversity and by stressing the perceived 
similarities. The negatively experienced dissimilarity decreases and thus 
increases mutual understanding. Understanding enhances the ability to 
take the role of the other, and is an important source of trust creation. This 
study concluded that trustworthy information, ensuring the other party of 
the commitment and true intention of the speaker, should neither be overly 
emotional nor purely rational. 
Jones and George (1998) studied the contribution of value system and the 
role of emotions in trust development. The study also analyzed the role of 
moods and emotions for the development of relationship and trust. It was 
found that an individual's values also influence the trust, he/she is ready to 
place in others. Values may create a propensity to trust, which is more 
basic and general than trust based in specific situations and relationships. 
The findings of the study are presented in Figure 2-1. 
Figure 2-1: EXPERIENCING TRUST 
Moods and emotions-based specific experience of trust 
'Current affective feelings 
Cognitive-based experience of trust 
• Expenential and know/ledge-based 
i.e past experience, knowledge and interaction 
Long-term effect 
u Current i e constant effect 
Attitude-based specific experience of trust 
'object specific feelings i e beliefs and 
know/ledge 
Long-term effect 
Values-based general experience of trust 
* more stable feelings i e person's guiding principles 
{Source- Jones and George, 1998) 
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The study concluded that moods and emotions are the most temporary, 
least rational and yet, a very strong element, in the experience of trust 
Tschannen -Moran (2004), studied the disclosure of pnvate confidences & 
secrets and the impact of betrayal He explored whether sense of identity 
was positively related to trust He also studied the speed of trust 
degeneration consequent to an act of betrayal The relative significance of 
the outcomes of betrayal, as related to other factors responsible for causing 
harm, was also examined Betrayal, an action or behavior needs to be an 
actual violation rather than just the thought or idea of betraying Sense of 
damaged identity results in violation of trust in relationships Trust is altered 
instantaneously and openness declines when confidence gets betrayed 
The study concluded that betrayal strongly affects the level of trust An act 
of betrayal has the potential to cause harm to the trusting person, even if 
other factors mitigate the actual harm experienced The betrayal process, 
as crystallized in this study has been presented in Figure 2-2 
Figure 2- 2: DYNAMICS OF BETRAYAL 
Decline m 
benevolence 
and integnty 
Switch to an 
alternate set of 
pnnciples 
Decline in 
openness 
Source Tschannen - Moran 2004) 
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We come to the end of the review of researchers on trust, its 
charactenstics, attnbutes and behavior that lead to the development of 
trust We have also reviewed the influence of trust on organizational 
cultures, problem solving, performance, communication and cross-
functional teams 
2.2 Influence of Trust on Organizational Functioning 
The studies related to the influence of trust on vanous managerial 
dimensions are enumerated in this section These studies are related to 
organizational culture, communication, problem solving, performance and 
cross-functional teams 
2.2.1 Trust and Organizational Culture 
Organizational culture consists of shared viewpoints, acceptable behaviors 
and the preferred practices in an organizations The culture plays a large 
role in determining the fit between an organization and its environment 
Studies have been carried out to see how trust and organizational culture 
affect each other 
Parker and Bradley (2000), studied the organizational culture in six public 
sector organizations of India to evaluate the relative dominance of the 
different managenal models The questionnaire had five questions, each 
enquinng an aspect of organizational culture organizational character, 
organization's managers, organizational cohesion, organizational 
emphasis, and organizational rewards The study had 191 respondents 
For each question, the respondent was asked to distnbute 100 points 
between each of four organizational types 
It was analyzed that the organizations were dominated by which type of 
managenal model viz internal process model/ rational goal model/human 
relations model/open systems model It was concluded that four out of the 
SIX organizations were dominated by a hierarchical or internal process 
model of organizational culture In one organization, the internal process 
model and the rational goal model were equally dominant Only in one 
organization, was the internal process model not the most dominant 
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cultural model The internal process model was less dominant than the 
rational goal model The study concluded that public sector culture remains 
heavily skewed towards an internal process model Four out of the six 
organizations that formed part of the study had this as the dominant model 
This suggests that the cultural charactenstics of the traditional model of 
management remain dominant in public sector organizations The four 
organizations were characterized by a high level of conformity, tend to rely 
on formal rules and procedures as control mechanisms and lack trust As 
such, their culture remains consistent with the classic model of public 
organizations These public sector organizations were not charactenzed by 
the flexibility and change onentation of the developmental (open) systems 
They do not also adhere specifically to goal setting, outcomes onentation 
and emphasis on efficiency/productivity of the rational systems model or 
the employee participation and cohesion of the group (human relations) 
model 
Demographical vanables were also tested and it was inferred that none of 
the demographic vanables (age, years in the public sector, and years in 
current position) was related to perceptions of the current culture for any of 
the models 
The emphasis on flexibility and change onentation in public sector 
organizations is a noteworthy outcome of this research study 
Abrahamson (2000), studied the culture of 'dynamic stability' in pnvate 
sector organizations The study was earned out in organizations including 
General Electnc, a company well known for its successful transformation 
General Electnc wanted rapid change, and also knew when to slow down 
The open systems (developmental) model of management was followed in 
either case whether rapid change or slowing down was necessitated 
depending upon the situational needs The culture of open systems model 
was also observed in other private sector organizations The mergers and 
acquisitions were also resorted to after carving out niches, as a part of 
open culture Organizational restructunng, boundrylessness without any 
resistance were also observed in pnvate sector organizations 
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The study concluded that open systems model encouraging flexibility and 
facilitating change without pain was dominant in pnvate sector 
organizations However, this model needs to be adopted judiciously in 
order to denve the benefits from this culture prevalent in pnvate sector 
organizations 
2.2.2 Trust and Communication 
Communication is vital management tool to get work done by people 
O'Reilly III and Roberts (1976), studied the relationship between credibility 
and communication and the effect of distrust on communication patterns 
The study covered employees of pnvate general care medical practioners 
having a unit ranging in size from 2 to 20 Numbers of participants in the 
survey were 110, representing all job functions except medical doctors The 
study hypothesized that credibility differentially affects communication Two 
perceptual facets of communication, seen as important in the functioning of 
organizational units, were perceived accuracy of information and perceived 
openness of communication 
This study revealed significant correlations among the credibility 
dimensions and communication behaviors It emerged that both accuracy 
and openness are associated with the frequency and the number of 
contacts Higher information accuracy was reported in high-credibility units 
It was observed that distrust is likely to have a deletenous effect on 
communication patterns When one is interacting with a distrusted person, 
especially if that person holds more power within an organizational 
hierarchy, the goal of communication often becomes the protection of one's 
interest and the reduction of one's anxiety rather than the accurate 
transmission of ideas A person may feel compelled to be evasive or to 
distort attitudes or information when communicating with a distrusted 
person In an organizational culture of distrust, subordinates acknowledge 
a great tendency to withhold information and distort upward 
communication In spite of the evidence linking trust and communication 
behaviors, there was little effort made to differentiate the broad notion of 
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trust into specific components applicable to communication in an 
organizational setting 
The conclusion of the above study are in line with the findings of Barber 
(1983), that the distrust is based on knowledge, expenence and a real 
difference in values and hence the significance of moral values in personal 
interactions and communications 
Dwivedi (1984), studied the outcome of trust on downward, honzontal and 
upward communication patterns He analyzed the components of 
downward communication as well as the significance of honzontal 
communication to mobilize social support for individuals towards integration 
of goals The study also attempted to find as to how behavioral techniques 
such as grievance procedures, open door policy, counseling, attitude 
questionnaires, exit interviews can be used to optimize upward 
communication The influence of structural design was also analyzed 
besides management processes to reinforce trusting behavior The 
significance of decision making, communication, participation and control 
was studied in relation to levels of trust He also analyzed whether 
subordinates responded to a supervisor's genuine trust in them, to justify 
his favorable estimate of them This study concluded that communication is 
of utmost significance for developing trusting behavior in an organization 
Downward communication should not merely contain job related 
instructions but also information regarding rationale of the job performance 
and organizational goals It was also concluded that for effective 
communication, neoclassical designs including decentralized and flat 
organizational structures are recognition of mutual trust, confidence and 
interaction as the integrative forces in organizations, rather than exercise of 
authonty, direction and control 
Govier (1992), studied the impact of distrust on communicating with people 
and the behavior patterns of the manager and subordinates in an 
environment of distrust He analyzed whether information is communicated 
accurately in a distrusting environment The significance of the effects of 
distrust on anxiety, insecurity and credibility was also studied This study 
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summarized that as trust declines the situation became counter productive 
the costs of doing business increased because people engaged in self-
protective actions and continually made provisions for the possibility that 
another person would manipulate the situation for his/her own advantage 
The conclusions of the study are similar to the findings that the leaders can 
build trust for unbiased communication by engaging in transformational 
leadership behaviors such as role modeling (Podsakoff, 1992), by creating 
fair processes (Korsgaard, Schweiger, and Sapienza, 1995), 
2.2.3 Trust and Problem Solving 
Solving problems is an essential part of a managenal job Often problem 
solving involves a team effort So we need to take a stock of existing 
studies on how trust affects the problem solving processes and abilities 
Meadow (1959) studied the influence of defensiveness on problem solving 
It was also explored whether penalizing for poor ideas resulted in better 
solutions in the subsequent situations of problem solving It was found that 
defensiveness induced a lasting decrease in problem-solving effectiveness 
The study found that groups penalized for poor ideas and admonished to 
produce only good ideas while working on early problems produced poorer 
solutions to later problems This study suggested that trust results in a high 
level of give and take and mutual confidence in each other's support and 
ability, resulting in effective problem solving 
Gibb (1961) studied the influence of trust on the degree of defensiveness 
in problem solving The study also analyzed the significance of defensive 
climate on receipt of messages and the interpretation of messages It was 
also explored whether criticism increased defensiveness The influence of 
defensiveness on acceptance of good ideas dunng problem solving was 
also studied It was found that the members of small groups that developed 
a defensive climate, had difficulty concentrating on messages, perceived 
motives, values, and emotions of others, as interpersonal trust was 
required for effective problem solving in a group The study concluded that 
the level of trust in a relationship affected the degree of defensiveness 
37 
The conclusions are in line with the findings of Parloff and Handler) 
(1966), that intensive, persistent criticism increased defensiveness and 
mistrust among members of a group and decreased their ability to 
recognize and accept good ideas for problem solving 
Zand (1972), studied the impact of trust on managenal problem solving 
He earned out an expenment based on this model to test several 
hypotheses about problem-solving effectiveness The subjects were 
managers and the independent vanable was the individual manager's level 
of trust, the dependent vanables being information flow, influence, and 
control Groups of business executives were given identical factual 
information about a difficult manufactunng-marketing policy problem, half 
the groups were briefed to expect trusting behavior, the other half to expect 
untrusting behavior There were highly significant differences in 
effectiveness between the high-trust groups and the low-trust groups in the 
clarification of goals, the reality of information exchanged, the scope of 
search for solutions, and the commitment of managers to implement 
solutions This study concluded that the trust leads to more accurate and 
complete information Greater influence is accepted from others and 
confidence level is higher in a trusting environment The study is limited to 
the influence of trust to managenal problem solving only and not to 
managenal performance 
The conclusions of the above study are in line with the findings of 
Luhmann (1995), that each system first tests the bond of trust and only 
then starts processing Magner, Walker, and Johnson (1996), also held 
that managers can built trust by allowing followers to participate in decision-
making It IS also inferred that the influence of trust is even more prominent 
under conditions of perceived uncertainty dunng problem solving if the 
followers were to accept the goals, beliefs or vision of the leader Waldman 
& Yammarino, (1999) 
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2.2.4. Trust and Managerial Performance 
The major focus of this research is how trust affects managerial 
performance. In this section some researches that shed light on this issue 
have been analyzed 
Page, Wilson and Meyer (1999), researched the domains of application 
and dimensions for managerial effectiveness. Samples for the study were 
New Zealand managers and management educators & developers The 
instrument had two sections. The questionnaire crystallized 21 skills and 
charactenstics on aspects that were expected to be related to one of the 
three domains of managerial action. Participants were asked to judge 
whether each item related mostly to oneself in a management role, or 
related mostly to interacting with others in the organization, or mostly to 
internal and external organizational needs. In another section of 
questionnaire, participants were asked to judge whether each item was 
more a technical skill or more a personal characteristic. 
It was found that specific skills and characteristics are important for 
development of managerial effectiveness which are enumerated \n Table 2-3 
Table 2-3: Managerial Skills and Characteristics 
Dimension 
Skills 
Characteristics 
STRONGEST DOMAIN OF APLICATION 
Self 
Self/time management 
Work under pressure 
Conceptual thinking 
Responsiveness/adaptability 
Critical thinking 
Initiative/proactive 
Perceptive 
Positive attitude 
Interactions 
Verbal 
communication 
Communicate 
objectives 
Communicate vision 
Delegate 
Influence others 
Value people 
Interpersonal skills 
Role model 
Organization 
Manage 
immed /current 
change 
Business planning 
Goal/results focus 
Create strategic vision 
Credibility 
1 
1 
1 
{Source Page, Wilson and Mayer, 1999) 
This study, therefore helped crystallize two dimensions, namely, important 
skills and characteristics which are needed for managerial effectiveness 
Drucker (1999), studied the measures for managerial effectiveness 
particularly in the context of relationships He analyzed the use of one's 
strengths and values He researched human capital and the salient factors 
for Its effective management He studied the factors such as relationship, 
communication, strengths of the employee, the performance modes, the 
values of the co-workers The requirement of efforts was also analyzed for 
improving incompetence to mediocrity in relation to the efforts required for 
improving first-rate performance to excellence It was also studied whether 
by changing oneself, success could be achieved Further it was also 
analyzed if value system was an important factor to be reckoned with if 
change was to be implemented This study concluded that the management 
of human capital is essential to any organization's overall business strategy 
It IS imperative to understand the people one works with so as to make use 
of their strengths Relationship is based on trust and is an important 
constituent of managerial effectiveness as most people work with others He 
held that responsibility for continuing and developing relationships is the 
product of taking total responsibility for communication and results in 
greater effectiveness It is inferred that it takes for more energy to improve 
from incompetence to mediocnty than to improve form first-rate 
performance to excellence He also suggested that one should not try to 
change oneself Improvement in the way to work is the key to success 
Skansi (2000), studied the relationship between managenal efficiency and 
leadership styles The study assessed whether there is a significant 
interdependence between leadership styles and the degree of 
management work efficiency It was also tested if there was any significant 
difference between the lower and middle management with regard to this 
relationship The sample was managers in a Croatian state-owned 
organization for generation, transmission and distnbution of electncal 
energy The study examined the management problems of state-owned 
organization, where the efficiency indicators are a bit different from those in 
profit onented (that is pnvate) organizations Likert's model was used for 
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research work The model has two mam starting points there are 
significant differences in leadership, monitonng, interpersonal relation and 
other components of management between successful and unsuccessful 
managers This model states that a successful manager is a person 
strongly oriented towards the subordinates, who trusts and relies on 
communication in maintaining a harmonious functioning of all parts 
On the basis of responses, the managers were classified in five groups (1) 
managers whose efficiency was not satisfactory, (2) managers whose 
efficiency was below average, (3) mangers whose efficiency was average, 
(4) mangers whose efficiency was above average, (5) managers with 
special, extraordinary qualities concerning operational efficiency This study 
concluded that there is a significant interdependence between leadership 
styles of managers and the degree of managenal efficiency, the closer the 
leadership style is to participational style, the higher the managenal 
efficiency is Also, it was found that there is no significant difference 
between lower and middle management concerning the relation between 
leadership styles and efficiency 
Dirks (2000), examined the relationship of trust and performance in a 
sports setting Sample for the study were thirty men's college basketball 
teams who were members of the National Collegiate Athletic Association 
(NCAA) In these thirty teams, 355 individuals participated in these surveys 
Each team operated under the same guidelines (NCAA rules) and had the 
same performance objectives Theoretically, basketball teams provide a 
setting where trust in leader and trust in teammates is likely to be 
meaningful Teams are highly vulnerable to the coach because the coach 
controls many resources, such as, playing time, key decisions These 
controls are valuable to the team In addition, given the interdependence on 
the team, basketball teams provide a setting where players are highly 
vulnerable to each other 
There is significant uncertainty (actual and perceived) for players on 
important issues including the likelihood that a coach could help a team 
win, the performance of one's own team and opposing teams throughout 
the season, and the amount of playing time one would receive Perceived 
vulnerability, interdependence, and uncertainty were likely to be important 
factors for trust in leadership A senes of interviews were conducted with 
coaches and players to gam a better understanding of the research context 
and the dynamics related to trust in leader In this study performance was 
measured by the team's ratio of wins to the total games played in the 
conference schedule This performance indicator was considered as the 
same is common for all the teams This study concluded that trust in 
leadership has a positive effect on team performance It was also inferred 
that trust mediates the relationship between past team performance and 
future performance, suggesting that the performance can be sustained 
because performance affects the team's trust in its leader that in turn 
affects team performance 
Aubert and Kelsey (2000), studied the effect of trust on performance in an 
academic setting A total of 68 business students from two universities 
located in Toronto and Montreal participated in this study The students 
self-selected their local teammates, but were randomly grouped into eleven 
virtual teams composed of students from both Montreal and Toronto The 
typical team comprised of three students from each university Since there 
were more Montreal students than Toronto students, some team had four 
students from Montreal and others had only two students from Toronto 
The students had three months to produce a research paper on a topic of 
their choice A list of potential topics was provided Deadlines were also 
proposed Teams had to wnte an abstract of their paper early in the 
process in order to venfy that they were on track To communicate, they 
had access to a web site with several chat rooms and email The papers 
were graded, and the results accounted for a significant part of their final 
evaluation for their course All students in a team received the same grade 
(in Montreal and in Toronto) It was clearly presented and implemented as 
a joint project 
This study suggested that trust among the members of a team having the 
opportunity to meet face to face is consistently higher than trust with the 
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members with whom the interactions are stnctly virtual Integrity was 
suggested as the key driver for trust 
Voelker (2001) studied the impact of managenal boundary spanning 
behaviors on work group effectiveness The sample was the line 
management of a mid-western United States utility 99 officers, general 
managers, directors, supenntendents, managers and supervisors 
participated in the study One's work group was taken as a group of 
subordinates in a unit that report directly to a boss 873 employees 
responded to the questionnaire, where the employee was given the 
opportunity to rate his/her perceptions about the effectiveness of his/her 
work group The survey covered vertical and honzontal boundary spanning 
behaviors The study probed whether boundary spanning behaviors of 
leaders in relation to their work groups are positively related to the 
followers' perceptions of their leader It was further studied if these 
behaviors are positively related to self-efficacy in the followers toward the 
success of the organization and are also related to employees' collective 
level of self-identity to work together as a team 
The study concluded that the boundary spanning behaviors of leaders in 
relation to their work groups is positively related to self-efficacy and trust 
onentation in their followers toward the success of the organization 
Politis (2003), studied the effect of managerial power and relational trust 
on knowledge acquisition In the context of challenge for organizations to 
capture the tacit knowledge which is in people's heads Sample was 
selected from organizations operating in United Arab Emirates 119 first line 
managers provided the data It was analyzed if cohesive power and/or 
expert power and\or legitimate power and/or referent power and/or reward 
power IS related to the skills and traits of knowledge acquisition Survey 
questionnaire were pre-tested, using about one dozen respondent and 
based on the response, minor modifications were made in the wntten 
instructions This study found that coercive power, referent power and 
partially expert power are positively related to the skills and traits of 
knowledge acquisition but not the legitimate and reward power The 
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managers can exercise power through their position and rewards but 
cannot force relational (interpersonal) trust to occur They can actively 
encourage and facilitate however, a knowledge-shanng environment, and 
discourage opportunistic behaviors Approximately 42% of corporate 
knowledge is held within employees mind, it is important for organizations 
to set up processes for acquinng knowledge, which can result only from 
managerial effectiveness and relational trust 
The conclusions are in line with the findings of Kotter (2003), who held that 
if people do not trust the information they are getting, they would not pass it 
on as if It IS credible 
Joni (2004), studied the geography of trust for managenal effectiveness 
and the complexity of structural trust She researched and studied 
leadership in more than 150 European and North Amencan companies 
She analyzed personal trust, expertise trust and the structural trust 
Personal trust was studied based on faith in a person's integnty at its 
fundamental level of shanng ideas without thought of betrayal or fear 
Expertise trust was studied based on mastery of particular subjects or 
processes Unlike personal trust, the parameters of expertise trust tend to 
be limited to a particular content area and it was analyzed in this context 
Structural trust was analyzed on the bases as to how roles and ambition 
colour insight and spin information 
The study concluded that managers who rely forever on the same internal 
advisers run the nsk of being sold short and possibly betrayed Structural 
trust provided managers with a channel for pure insight and information 
The role of structural trust was emphasized for managenal effectiveness 
and differentiated it from blind trust (i e once trusted, trusted forever) 
Advisers in positions of the highest structural trust generally reside outside 
organizations to prevent not only self-interest and self-serving agendas but 
also cultural assumptions from tinting their views Strong outside advisers 
provide managers with a perspective that insides of their organizations 
could provide They supply a kind of 'outside insight' that inoculates 
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managers against myopia They are often the best sounding boards for 
sensitive questions with far-reaching ramifications 
Butler and Waldroop (2004), studied the people side of promoting 
business and organizational goals They analyzed psychological tests of 
more than 7,000 business professionals, and identified four distinct 
dimensions of relational work influence, interpersonal facilitation, relational 
creativity, and team leadership These four dimensions were analyzed for 
their significance in helping the managers hire the nght employees, make 
the best work assignments, reward performance, and promote career 
development (others' and their own) 
The influence is about changing the point of view or the behavior of others 
The interpersonal facilitation is about working quietly behind the scenes to 
keep the colleagues committed and engaged so that projects do not get 
derailed Relational creativity is about forging connections with groups of 
people through visual and verbal imagery, as for instance in an advertising 
campaign Team leadership is about working both with the team and with 
the customers and involves working through a group 
This study concluded that all the four skills are significant when trying to 
match talents with tasks It was found that certain jobs attract people with 
particular relational strengths, whether influence, interpersonal facilitation 
relational creativity or team leadership It was also inferred that individuals 
do their best work when it most closely matches their underlying interests 
Managers, therefore, can boost productivity by using their employees' 
relational interests and skills to guide personnel choices, project 
assignments, and career development 
2,2.5 Trust and Cross - Functional Teams 
Increasingly, across organizations, cross-functional teams are used for 
projects that cut across functional areas, geographic regions and may even 
involve working with other organizations A cross-functional team is, ideally 
a small group of key people with complementary skills, who are chosen to 
achieve a common goal and are mutually accountable for the team's 
success 
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Zolin, Fruchter, and Hinds (2003), studied the influence of trust on 
performance in cross-functional, geographically distributed work Cross-
functional teams have functional experts working at geographically distant 
locations, who come together to accomplish a task Trust is necessary in 
cross-functional, distnbuted work because the higher interdependence 
between disciplines means that team members must rely on the functional 
expertise of other team members However, trust may also be more difficult 
to establish in these teams because team members are less familiar with 
the methods of team members As members are from diverse disciplines 
and geographic distance, it is challenging to create a shared 
understanding In addition to spanning geographic distances, the 
distnbuted teams are likely to be composed of people from different 
cultures 
The influence of geographic distribution, cross-functionality on 
communication, interpersonal trust and individual performance was tested 
between two members, called a dyad, in an Architecture, Engineenng and 
Construction industry setting It was tested whether trust improves the work 
process performance of both members of the dyad, i e the trustor and the 
trustee, leading to greater work outputs, such as, less time, less cost and 
higher quality It was also tested if trust is more difficult in cross-functional 
geographically distnbuted dyads, because of the different disciplinary 
perspectives and the lack of face-to-face interaction available when 
working at a distance The sample consisted of 224 dyads of team 
members in 6 design/build teams working on large building projects in 
USA The data collection was based on two types of questionnaires One 
questionnaire was related to Individual performance data from the project 
managers and the other was related to the team members about their trust 
relationships with four team members chosen at random from their team 
This study concluded that geographic distribution reduces personal 
communication, which in turn reduces perceived trustworthiness and 
results in lower trust It was also found that cross-functional dyads had 
higher perceived trustworthiness than uni-functional dyads because higher 
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the task interdependence between team mennbers the higher the 
perceived trustworthiness and trust 
Let us now move to reviewing researches that explore the nature 
managenal job 
2.3 Studies on Managerial Roles 
Managers perform a set of roles - some of these roles may be clearly 
defined while the others may be unclear Each manager also has a frame 
of reference' (or simply frame) through which he/she interprets these roles 
The literature pertaining to the multiple managenal roles warranted in the 
present complex scenano was reviewed and the details are presented 
below 
Cummings (1983), studied the two contrasting logics/roles underlying the 
intellectual structure of management He researched the two basic logical 
systems of management contrasted and charactenzed as, on the one 
hand, management by information as compared, on the other hand to 
management by ideology He examined the significant outcomes of either 
of the two facets 
He found that trust and credibility center more on management by ideology 
values, and basic beliefs which is in contrast to trusting the accuracy and 
completeness of information which center more on management by 
information Management by information encourages participants to 
engage in hypothesis testing about aspects of their organizational 
existence to query, to question, to ask, to explore, and most of all, to learn 
Management by ideology as a logic encourages a participant to accept 
hypothesis confirmation and affirmation to accept, to believe, to commit 
He also emphasized that in management by ideology, innovation is sought 
and innovative policies and structures are rewarded On the other hand, in 
management by information, real innovation is avoided particularly if it 
would break the connection of the institution in its networks 
He concluded that the above two logics/roles viz creativity and logical 
information systems work together for effective performance, although they 
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appear to be dissimilar For effective performance both these roles emerge 
in fully developed form - intellectual and artistic achievement sustaining 
and synergizing one another Integration of both the roles yields a 
perspective framework for the managenal role 
Noel (1989), studied the relationship between the frames and the roles of 
the managers He researched about the selection of frame by a manager 
Managers have 'occupations' and they have 'preoccupations' Frame 
describes the preoccupations, while roles describe the occupations 
He found that frame does give nse to a first role in this model that is 
conceiving It was analyzed that different managers conceive their frames 
differently At times, the frame was imposed by some outside person or 
force, or else it was developed by the manager him/herself It was 
emphasized that the frames ranged between sharp and vague as illustrated 
in figure 2-3 
It was concluded that the frame of any managenal job is a kind of magnet 
for the behaviors So long as the frame is sharp, it holds those behaviors 
together tightly When the frame is vague, behaviors are unpredictable and 
lack sense of direction It was inferred that the two sets of dimensions 
produce four broad styles of conceiving the frame A frame that is invented 
but vague offers little real sense of direction and managenal style is likely to 
become opportunistic But having a vague frame imposed on the manager, 
such as 'empowenng people' may provide little real help and risks evoking 
a passive style of management A sharp frame that the manager invents 
would tend to lead to a determined, sometimes 'visionary', style of 
management A sharp frame, which is imposed, could lead to a dnven style 
of management 
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Figure 2 - 3: FOUR STYLES OF CONCEIVING THE FRAME 
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(Source: Noel, 1989) 
He held that the style of conceiving the frame has to be selected carefully 
taking into account the objectives so as to provide the desired outcome. 
Mintzberg (1994), studied the various roles which a manager is required to 
perform for effective functioning. 
He classified managerial work into three kinds of roles: 
Internal Personal Role 
• Leading co-worker 
• Acting as a liaison or go between 
• Being a figurehead 
Informational Role 
• Monitor what is going on outside 
• Share information with partners 
• Act as a spokesperson for organization 
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Decisional Role 
• Taking initiative 
• Handling disagreements 
• Allocating resources 
• Negotiating with collaborators 
Quinn (1988), analyzed a number of varied roles as stated below for 
performance measurement of managers in the present day context of the 
changed scenario where the manager has multi-dimensional roles to 
perform. 
Director Role; the ability to plan, prioritize, clarify and provide structure. 
Producer Role; the ability to initiate action, accomplish goals, and achieve 
mission. 
Monitor Role^  the ability to put in place measurement systems and 
installation of the state of the art management. 
Coordinator Role; the ability to provide stability, control and continuity. 
Mentor Role; the concern for developing and supporting employees so that 
the abilities and the commitment of the employees get enhanced. 
Facilitator Role; the ability to manage conflict, build teamwork through 
open discussion and participation in decision making. 
Ambassador Role; the ability to influence, negotiate and acquire 
resources. 
Change Catalyst Role;_The Change Catalyst Role emphasizes the ability 
to innovate, change, adapt. 
Strengths and difficulties of the different roles were researched, which are 
detailed in table 2-4. 
Based on the comprehensive study of these eight roles, an instrument 
containing 36 questions was developed by University of New Mexico 
(Appendix -C) where a seven-point scale was used for responses 
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It was concluded that each of these roles are an important aspect of 
managerial effectiveness. Each role should ideally have '4' as the measure 
to be computed from responses (Appendix - D). Managerial role profile can 
be worked out as illustrated in Figure 2-4. 
Table 2-4: KEY MANAGERIAL ROLES 
ROLE 
The Director 
The Producer 
The Monitor 
The 
Coordinator 
The IVIentor 
The Facilitator 
The 
Ambassador 
The Change 
Catalyst 
STRENGTHS 
Ability to plan, prioritize, clarify, 
provide structure 
Ability to accomplisli goals, 
achieve mission, initiate action 
Appropriate measurement 
systems in place, state of the art 
management 
Ability to provide stability. Control 
and continuity. 
Ability to inspire high Commitment 
in employees. Concern for 
developing and supporting 
employees 
Ability to manage conflict. Build 
teamwork through open 
Discussion and participation in 
decision making 
Ability to influence, negotiate, 
acquire resources 
Ability to innovate, change, adapt 
DIFFICULTIES 
Too much: Over-regulation, lack of 
attention to human needs. 
Too little: Indecisive policies, 
structure are unclear. 
Too much: Low morale, human 
exhaustion and burnout. 
Too little: Low productivity, weak 
problem solving. 
Too much; Procedural sterility, 
careful measurement of the wrong 
things; feeling of'surveillance.' 
Too little: Inadequate information 
available to make decisions and 
measure progress. 
Too much: perpetual status quo 
without question; insensitive to 
change. 
Too little: No stable systems in 
place; chaos, confusion. 
Too much: Extreme permissiveness, 
everyone does their 'own thing' 
without considering impact on the 
organization 
Too little: absence of role model, 
failure to emphasize development of 
employees 
Too much: Unproductive group 
involvement, too many meetings. : 
Too little: Low morale, de -
motivated employees, poor 
communication. 
Too much: Political expediency, lack 
of values 
Too little: Too unassertive, your 
ideas are not implemented 
Too much: Political expediency, lack 
of values 
Too little: Too unassertive, your 
ideas are not implemented. 
{Source: University of New Mexico, 2003) 
The small circle in the centre of the Managerial Role Profile diagram 
represents '0' and the outermost circle represents 7' in this diagram. The 
diagram depicts the complete Role Profile - comprising all the eight 
managerial roles The mid way is '4' for each of the eight roles, which is the 
figure for the balanced role. 
Mentor Role 
Figure 2-4 : Managerial Role Profile 
^f Flexibility Change Catalyst Role 
Facilitator Role 
Internal 
Monitor Role 
Coordinator Role 
Ambassador Role 
External 
Producer Role 
Director Role 
Control 
(Source' University of New Mexico, 2003) 
It was concluded that 'Master Managers' are those that are most productive 
and effective - tend to have profiles in which all roles are in balance That 
is, all role profiles are approximately at midway in the circle as given in 
figure 2-4. 'Balancing' the roles, means that an approximately equal 
emphasis is given on each role. To accomplish this balance, it is desirable 
that master managers do not neglect some roles, or over-emphasize 
others. 
They balance control with flexibility and are receptive to the outside 
environment while attending to their work for optimum output. 
2.4 Concluding Observations 
1. The literature survey has helped crystallize characteristics, attitudes 
and behaviors that lead to the development of trust. 
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2. The literature survey reveals that trust is important for achieving 
results for managerial functions such as, organizational culture, 
communication, problem solving, performance, cross-functional 
teams. Trust assists in providing accurate information, unbiased 
communication, decision making and in providing flexibility and 
change orientation culture. 
3. The literature survey also highlights the multiple managerial roles 
warranted in the present complex scenario. 
The researcher did not come across any study on the following dimensions 
and the research gaps were identified as enumerated here below: 
a) Lack of empirical evidence to ascertain tine outcome of trust on 
managerial performance especially, wherein all the managerial roles 
have been taken into account as explained in tables 2-4, 2-5 in 
relation to the managerial role profile depicted in figure 2-4. 
b) The researcher encountered dearth of studies comparing public 
sector and private sector organizations in India on the dimension of 
trust and its relation with managehal performance. 
The present research study addresses this gap. It studies trust (and its 
attributes) and evaluates managerial performance (as assessed through 
managerial roles). The study compares the influence of trust on 
performance between public sector and private sector organizations in 
India. 
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Chapter-3 
Chapter 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
3.0 Introduction 
This chapter provides a description of the research strategy covering 
objectives of the study, the research sample, research instruments, pattern 
of analysis and the statistical tools employed in the research. 
3.1 Problem Statement 
It has been observed that self-centered approach is increasingly becoming 
prevalent in today's organizations and otherwise. This leads to 
degeneration of trust. The review of the literature helped ascertain the need 
for investigating characteristics and process of development of trust and the 
need for investigating managerial roles that influence performance. 
Whether trust has a bearing on managerial performance is a moot question. 
Is there a variation in outcome of trust and managerial performance in 
organizations belonging to public or private sector? Does age also 
influences trust and managerial performance? 
The quantitative performance of managers does not truly reflect the 
managerial effectiveness as some external factors beyond the control of the 
manager are likely to affect the quantitative performance. These factors 
include economy, market (customer) changes, government policies, 
competitor's actions, conditions in the particular industry, control over 
proprietary technology. This study focuses on qualitative measures to judge 
the performance of managers. 
3.2 Objectives of the Study 
This research study explores the relationship of an important human 
variable-trust with the qualitative measures of managerial performance. 
The research study, specifically, seeks to: 
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• Evaluate and compare the levels of trust and it^^^SB^IITaitPi'^it^ 
across organizations selected for the study. 
• Evaluate and compare the levels of trust and its different attributes 
between public and private sector. 
• Explore differences on levels of trust and its different attributes between 
public and private sector across industry groups as well. 
• Evaluate and compare the managerial performance across 
organizations selected for the study and explore differences between 
public and private sector on this account. 
3.3 Hypotheses 
Ho1 : There is no difference of trust levels and its attributes across 
organizations. 
Ho2 : There is no difference of trust levels and its attributes between 
public and private sector. 
Ho3 : There is no difference of trust levels and its attributes between 
public and private sector in banking industry. 
Ho4 : There is no difference of trust levels and its attributes between 
public and private sector in communication industry. 
Ho5 : There is no difference of managenal performance across 
organizations. 
Ho6 : There is no difference of managerial performance between public 
and private sector. 
Ho7 : There is no difference of managerial performance between public 
and private sector in banking industry 
Ho8 : There is no difference of managerial performance between public 
and private sector in communication industry. 
3.4 Organizations selected for the study 
A sample of 160 respondents was drawn from four top performers, two leading 
organizations each from public and private sectors. In keeping with the word 
given to organizations' management for collection of data, their identities have 
not been disclosed. Yet a brief profile of these organizations is presented to 
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provide an idea of scale of operations and range of activities undertaken by 
each of them 
Table 3-1: SELECTED ORGANIZATIONS 
S.NO. 
1 
2 
Industry Sector 
Banking 
Communication 
Public Sector 
A 
C 
Private Sector 
B 
D 
The profile of these organizations is as follows 
Organization-A: This leading public sector banking organization operating 
since 19'^  century is India's largest bank in terms of branches, deposits 
employees, assets and profits It has approximately 9000 branches spread 
all over India and having nearly 2,00,000 employee strength out of which 
approximately 50,000 are officers In Delhi and NCR region, there are about 
300 branches and 1800 officers Besides personal banking, the 
organization offers home loans, personal loans, commercial & institutional 
banking, agricultural & industnai loans and also deals with foreign 
exchange This bank is also the premier bank for government business It 
also has branches in the remote areas all over India In addition, the bank 
also has associates and subsidianes for offenng the services to customers 
This bank also offers ATM facilities to the customers 
Organization-B: This bank is India's second-largest bank and is also listed 
at NYSE This leading pnvate sector bank has a network of approximately 
600 branches & extension counters, 2,000 ATMs and having an employee 
strength of nearly 24,000 In Delhi and NCR region, there are about 50 
branches and 300 officers for promoting banking services to customers 
The bank offers from project finance to diversified financial services to 
corporate and retail customers, in the areas of investment banking, life and 
non-life insurance, venture capital and asset management both directly and 
through a number of specialized subsidiaries and affiliates Besides 
personal banking, personal loans, agricultural finance, SME also contnbute 
a significant proportion in the growth of business 
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Organization-C: This is India's leading public sector undertaking and one 
of Asia's largest telecom operating companies It was set up in 1986 by the 
Govt of India in Delhi and Mumbai This organization with an employee 
strength of nearly 60,000 has a customer base of around 5 million This 
public sector undertaking was the first Indian PSU to be listed at NYSE In 
Delhi and NCR region there are about 2450 officers The exchanges have 
an equipped capacity of 7 40 million and digitalization of exchange network 
IS 100% Besides Landline telephone services, the organization focused on 
widening the cellular and CDMA based WLL customer base and increasing 
the number of broadband customers and increased its area of operation for 
cellular services also to NCR region of Delhi The organization currently has 
customer base of 8 8 lacs for GSM cellular and 10 37 lacs for Internet 
services 
Organization-D: This leading private sector telecommunication industry 
deals with mobile services, fixed line tele-ventures, national and 
international long distance services, internet services and network 
solutions This organization has two mam groups namely Mobility leaders 
business group and Infotel leaders business group The mobile group 
provides GSM mobile services in all the 23 telecom circles of India The 
Infotel group provides broad band and telephone services, long distance 
services and enterpnse services This organization has an employee 
strength of nearly 15,000 In Delhi and NCR region, there are about 600 
officers for providing telecommunication services to customers The 
services include cellular, basic, internet and national long distance services 
The organization has over 21 million customers 
3.5 Sampling Frame 
In order to identify comparable 'organizational sets', the sets were selected 
on the basis of similar work profile and scale of operations Respondents 
were selected to ensure representations of both public and pnvate sector in 
banking as well as communication industry The geographical location was 
also taken into account The operational parameters such as, number of 
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officers in Delhi and NCR region was also considered for finalizing the 
sampling frame 
3.6 Sample Selection 
Sample selection has been so designed that the samples are broadly 
representative of workforce diversity in the defined population The 
following cnteria were adopted 
Table 3-2: SAMPLING PROPORTION 
S.No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Organization 
*A 
B 
*C 
D 
Category 
Public Sector 
(Banking) 
Private Sector 
(Banking) 
Public Sector 
(Communication) 
Private Sector 
(Communication) 
No. of 
Respondents 
50 
30 
50 
30 
No. of officers in 
defined 
population** 
1800 
300 
2450 
600 
Sampling 
Percentage 
3 
10 
2 
5 
* Public sector organizations have massive staff strength and therefore sample size is 
adequate to ensure their representation 
**Strength of officers in Delhi and NCR regions only 
a Samples selected for banking sector organizations included vanous 
functional areas, such as, finance, sales & marketing, personal 
banking, foreign exchange, home loans, personal loans commercial 
& institutional banking, SME, agncultural finance, computers, human 
resource management 
b Samples selected for communication sector organizations included 
vanous functional areas, such as, finance, sales & marketing 
computers, switching, telecom network, direct sales associates, 
credit nsk management, customer care, human resource 
management 
c The different age-groups, were included in the sample The age-
groups included are (1) 25-35 years (2) 35-45 years (3) >45 years 
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d Stratified sampling was done for the defined population as per (a) & 
(b) above 
e Disproportionate stratified sampling was resorted to between public 
and pnvate sector 'organizational sets' to take care of the varying 
officers' base 
The focus of the entire effort was to ensure that the 'organizational sets' are 
comparable and the sample selected is broadly the representative of the 
defined population 
3.7 Pilot Study 
A preliminary and pilot survey was conducted in the organizations One 
officer from each of the functional areas in each organization was contacted 
The purpose was to explain to the participants of the survey the objective of 
getting the questionnaires filled and to find out whether the setting of 
questions keeping our respondents in mind necessitated any changes 
The concept of Bi-Polar scale for the measurement of trust (questionnaire-l) 
was explained to the participants The total score for each item was 5, which 
was to be distnbuted between two statements for each item The participants 
enquired about the flexibility of distnbuting the score between two 
statements for which the details were explained as it minimizes the 
subjectivity of response, the total score being limited to 5 This was an 
important outcome of the pilot study 
The seven-point scale for the measurement of managenal performance via 
roles (questionnaire -II) was also explained to the participants The score for 
each Item was to be marked between 1-7 for which the participants were 
explained to mark the response for the different items 
3.8 Data Collection 
Questionnaires were distnbuted to the officers in the different organizations 
for which a number of visits were made The respondents were briefed in 
person about the details of both the questionnaires The purpose of the 
research was explained The respondents were given an option to disclose 
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or not to disclose their identity. Some of the respondents in spite of the 
instructions could not fill up the questionnaires correctly and another set had 
to be given to them. The respondents were further impressed upon that their 
participation and frank opinions would help to evaluate the outcome of trust 
on managerial performance in organizational setting. 
3.9 Instruments of Data Collection 
Two 'Close-ended structured questionnaires', one pertaining to 
trust - measurement (Questionnaire-I: Appendix-A) and the other one 
pertaining to managerial-performance (Questionnaire-ll: Appendix-C) were 
administered to the executives. 
a) Trust Orientation Profile (Questionnaire-I) 
This instrument developed by Chartier (1991) has been used to measure 
trust and its attributes. It helps measure scores on each attributes as also 
the total score. These scores can be plotted on a linear scale. These scores 
can then be used to compare level of trust across organizations, sectors 
etc. 
This instrument was administered to assess the climate of trust in an 
organization. Trust orientation profile takes into account the following 
attributes: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Open 
Willing to take Risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and Warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10 
11. 
12. 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Problem Centered 
Dependable 
In this questionnaire, 'Bi-Polar Scale' is used for marking the response of 
the respondents. The guidelines for marking the responses are as follows: 
1. If A is completely characteristic of the views and B is completely 
uncharacteristic, 5 is written under A and 0 under B. 
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2. If A is considerably characteristic of the views and B is somewhat 
characteristic, 4 is written under A and 1 under B. 
3. If A is only slightly more characteristic of the views than B, 3 is 
written under A and 2 under B. 
4. Each of the above three combinations are also reversible. If the 
view is that B is slightly more characteristic than A, 2 is written 
under A and 3 under B, and so on for A=1 and 8=4, or A=0 and 
B=5. 
The numbers assigned to each pair of A and B adds up to 5. 
For each of the situations described in the questionnaire, 5 points were to 
be distributed between two alternatives, A and B. The responses are based 
on how the respondents actually behaved or felt or perceived the situation. 
The respondents were explained to assign more points to the alternative 
that is more representative of the personal experience of the respondent. 
The various responses have been accounted for the evaluation of trust 
versus mistrust as per the scoring matrix (Appendix-B). 
'Bi-Polar Scale' is aimed at minimizing subjectivity. The points against a 
particular situation are given against A and immediately thereafter, 
response is marked against B in the same stretch. In the process of 
response-marking, the respondent had the chance to change the relative 
points for A and B but keeping the total as 5, thereby minimizing 
subjectivity. 
The scores on the twelve attributes of trust have been computed according 
to the methodology detailed in scoring sheet (Appendix B). Thereafter the 
total score on trust has been computed by adding up scores on twelve 
attributes. 
b) Managerial Role Profile (Questionnaire-ll) 
This instrument indicates the profile of a manager. It assesses manager's 
performance on the eight managerial roles. 
It IS important to note that this instrument does not give a total score of 
managenal performance which can be plotted on a linear scale Yet, it 
provides a holistic picture of performance of a manager 
The scores obtained through this instrument are interpreted in the following 
manner 
• The closer the score to seven, the more that role is emphasized, the 
closer the score to one, the less that role is emphasized 
• Master managers (i e most effective and productive managers) 
have scores that are in balance (i e all scores rated around four) 
• Any role that scores over five can be considered a "strength", unless 
It IS the only very high score and is coupled with several scores 
under three It means that the manager over-utilizes his preferred 
role at the expense of the other necessary roles 
This instrument relates to the study conducted at the University of New 
Mexico for the measurement of managenal performance via managenal 
roles takes into account eight different roles 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Director 
Producer 
Monitor 
Coordinator 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Ambassador 
Change Catalyst 
This instrument measures managenal performance on a 'seven-point 
scale' For each of the situations descnbed in the questionnaire, a 
respondent manager is required to mark the response based on the degree 
of perception by the manager, ranging between 1-7 against each item 
Almost never has been marked as 1 and almost always has been marked 
as 7 The methodology of computing scores is detailed in appendix-D 
3.10 Pattern of Analysis 
The research study has analyzed the data from the four organizations for 
companson under following heads 
a All the four organizations taken together 
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b. Both public sector organizations. 
c. Both private sector organizations. 
d. Both public sector organizations compared simultaneously with both 
private sector organizations. 
e.Both organizational sets (A, B) and (C, D) each comprising of one 
public sector and one private sector, respectively from banking and 
communication industry. 
f. All the four organizations taken individually. 
The analysis has been done under the following two broad groups: 
A) Analysis of Trust Profile 
• Trust and the scores of trust attributes across organizations, and 
the influence of age on trust and its attributes. 
• Trust levels for public vis-a-vis private sector organizations. 
• Trust levels of public and private sector in banking and 
communication industry. 
B) Analysis of Managerial Performance 
• Managerial performance via managerial roles across 
organizations and the influence of age on performance. 
• Managerial performance for public vis-a-vis private sector 
organizations. 
• Managerial performance for public and private sector in banking 
and communication industry. 
The sun/ey data for all the four organizations (A, B, C, D) has been detailed 
at Appendix - E, wherein the different age-groups viz. (25-35), (35-45), 
(>45) have been numbered as 1,2,3 respectively. The twelve attributes of 
trust as detailed in Appendix -B, have been numbered as 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9, 10, 11, 12. The different managerial roles have been abbreviated as 
Me, Fa, Cc, Am, Pr, Dr, Co, Mo. 
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The methodology of analysis is as follows: 
1- Trust-ranges have been calculated for determining the number of 
respondents across organizations 
2- Trust and its attributes across organizations has been tested for 
significant difference. 
3- Influence of age on trust has been tested for significant difference. 
4- Trust and its attributes between public and private sector has been 
tested for significant difference. 
5- Trust ranges have been calculated for determining the number of 
respondents who fall in the category of high trust and low in public 
and private sector 
6- Trust-ranges have been calculated for determining the number of 
respondents in banking industry and communication industry who 
fall in category of high trust and low trust in public and private sector 
7- Trust and its attributes has been tested for significant difference in 
banking industry between public and private sector 
8- Trust and its attributes have been tested for significant difference in 
communication industry between public and private sector. 
9- Managerial performance of average manager in our sample has 
been evaluated using the competing values framework. 
10- Managerial performance across organizations has been tested for 
significant difference. 
11- Influence of age levels on managerial performance has been tested 
for significant difference. 
12- Managerial performance of an average public sector and an private 
sector manager has been compared. 
13- Managerial performance between public and private sector has 
been tested for significant difference. 
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14- Managerial performance on an average public and pnvate sector 
managers in banking industry has been compared 
15- Managerial performance in banking industry between public and 
pnvate sector has been tested for significant difference 
16- Managenal performance on an average public and pnvate sector 
managers in communication industry has been compared 
17- Managenal performance in communication industry between public 
and pnvate sector has been tested for significant difference 
3.11 Statistical Tools 
The following statistical tools have been used and SPSS software has been 
adopted for calculations 
1- Student's t-test has been used for testing significant difference of, 
a Trust between public and pnvate sector 
b Attnbutes of trust between public and private sector 
c Attnbutes of trust between public and private sector in 
banking industry 
d Attnbutes of trust between public and private sector in 
communication industry 
e Managenal performance between public and pnvate sector 
2- Anova-F test has been used for testing significant difference of, 
a Trust and its attnbutes across all organizations 
b Influence of age on trust and its attnbutes in public and pnvate 
sector 
c Managenal performance across all organizations 
d Influence of age on managenal performance in public and 
pnvate sector 
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3.12 Limitation of tlie Study 
The research study has been conducted using questionnaires. For the 
measurement of trust, Bi-Polar scale has been used and the response 
marked against one statement for each item of the questionnaire is not 
independent and is tied together with the response marked against the 
second statement for the same item so that the total score of the responses 
against both these statements for each item is 5. This measurement 
technique minimizes subjectivity. Yet, the process of filling questionnaire in 
this manner becomes a bit complicated. Therefore, it might be difficult for 
some respondents to comprehend this scheme of marking. 
The questionnaire used to assess managerial performance does have its 
share of difficulties in filling appropriate responses. In this questionnaire mid 
score of 4 indicates betters responses. The respondents might have been 
tempted to give higher score on the assumption that higher score may be 
more desirable response. Although every care was taken to provide uniform 
set of guideline to respondents yet, there might have been some variation 
in briefing by some enumerators deployed for the study. 
The study is limited in the context of number of industries. The study is 
limited in terms of sample size, although every effort has been made to 
draw the representative samples. The study is confined to Delhi and NCR 
region and could be extended to a wider geographical area. Therefore 
findings may not be generalizable for other geographic segments and other 
industry groups. 
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Chapter-4 
Chapter- 4 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
4.0 Introduction 
This chapter presents analysis of results of the study under the following broad 
categories: 
• Analysis of level of trust prevailing across organizations. This 
discussion also analyses attributes of trust. The results have also 
been analyzed in terms of: 
> Influence of age on trust. 
> Differences in scores on trust across public and private 
sector organizations. 
> Differences in the level of trust between public and private 
sector organizations in banking and communication 
industry. 
• Analysis of managerial performance across organizations. It also 
includes: 
> Analysis of influence of age on managerial performance. 
> Analysis of managerial performance between public and 
private sector organizations. 
> Analysis of managerial performance between public and 
private sector in banking and communication industry. 
4.1 Trust and its attributes across organizations 
Scores obtained indicating levels of trust prevailing across organizations under 
study has been presented in Table 4-1. We have calculated the scores for each 
of the twelve attributes of trust. The scores for each attributes may vary between 
0-10. Zero represents the lowest possible value and the highest is 10. The total 
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of score on trust may therefore range from 0-120. The cumulative score of trust 
for all respondents ranged between 41-80. We have classified the scores 
obtained on trust into four categories: low trust, moderate trust, high trust and 
very high trust. Scores of trust between 41-50 are placed in the low trust, those 
between 51-60 in moderate trust, those between 61-70 in high trust and those 
between 71-80 in very high trust category. 
Table 4-1 TRUST-RANGE ACROSS ORGANIZATIONS 
Category 
Low Trust 
Moderate Trust 
High Trust 
Very High Trust 
Range of 
scores 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
Respondents: 
Number =160 
33 
75 
46 
6 
Respondents 
%age 
20.6% 
46.9% 
28.8% 
3.8% 
Cumulative 
Respondents 
%age 
67% 
33% 
We see that 67% of the respondents fall in the low to moderate range of trust 
and 33% of the respondents belong to the high to very high range of trust. 
To understand the nature of this difference, it is imperative to understand how 
trust and its attributes vary across organizations. The Analysis is presented in 
Table 4-2. 
On examining the ranking of various attributes of trust, we observe that genuine 
has been rated on top by the respondents. Genuineness as trust attribute 
indicates prevalence of a culture wherein members of the organization say what 
they mean. It is the situation where organizational members honour their 
commitment. Dougiaz et al (1996) had also found that integrity is important for 
trust building. (Integrity as a trust attribute can be related to genuineness, a 
trust attribute used in the framework of present study). The cooperative attribute 
has been ranked next in order of strength. 
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Table 4-2: SCORES ON TRUST AND ITS ATTRIBUTES ACROSS 
ORGANIZATIONS 
Attribute 
Open 
Willingness to take risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Open minded about 
problems 
Dependable 
Trust 
Organization 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
N 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
Mean 
4 92 
5 00 
4 92 
5 77 
418 
5 43 
4 86 
4 43 
5 70 
4 97 
6 22 
4 87 
4 18 
5 33 
4 42 
4 67 
2 44 
5 50 
1 86 
5 53 
4 84 
4 97 
4 86 
5 43 
4 18 
5 07 
4 42 
4 67 
5 30 
5 03 
5 96 
5 40 
6 30 
4 90 
5 94 
4 67 
2 14 
4 60 
1 76 
5 63 
5 26 
5 07 
5 44 
513 
4 80 
5 03 
5 40 
5 57 
54 24 
60 90 
56 06 
61 77 
S. D. 
2 52 
1 02 
2 47 
1 59 
1 81 
1 59 
2 51 
1 76 
1 95 
1 13 
2 00 
163 
1 70 
1 32 
1 70 
1 47 
2 37 
1 17 
1 97 
1 28 
211 
89 
2 14 
1 72 
1 67 
1 08 
1 86 
1 45 
1 89 
1 13 
2 14 
1 30 
210 
1 24 
1 83 
1 69 
2 14 
1 52 
2 23 
1 45 
2 05 
1 44 
1 70 
1 25 
2 10 
1 27 
2 25 
165 
7 95 
4 86 
8 38 
4 25 
Rank* 
6 
8 
2 
9 
11 
7 
10 
3 
1 
12 
4 
5 
P 
N S 
< 05 
< 01 
< 05 
< 01 
N S 
N S 
N S 
< 01 
< 01 
N S 
N S 
< 01 
*Rank is assigned on basis of mean value of the trust attnbute 
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This attribute indicates prevalence of a culture in the organizations in which 
members have a feeling of receiving support from others, especially when they 
are faced with a difficult situation. The importance of cooperativeness for 
building trust is also substantiated by the researches of Bidault & Jarillo (1997), 
Zand (1997), and Luhmann (1995). 
Trust attributes namely, Expert and mutual have received lower rating in this 
analysis. Sydow (1998) had established the need for competence (expertise) 
for trust. Das and Teng (1998) had also established the need for equity (mutual) 
for trust. 
Some other attributes of trust, namely dependable, open, accountable, 
Willingness to take risk, accepting & warm have received average rating in the 
organizations. Sydow (1998) has also highlighted the importance of reliability 
(which may be equated with dependability) for trust. Joe and Harry in their 
popular model of Johari window have substantiated the need for openness for 
trust. The importance of commitment (accountable) was researched by Das and 
Teg (1998), Barney and Hansen (1994) and Whitener (1998). Zucker (1986) 
found a link between personal chemistry and trust. Jones and George (1998) 
studied the connection between emotions and trust. Personal chemistry and 
emotions can be linked to the two attributes of trust, in our study, namely, 
accepting & warm. Arrow (1974) linked risk-taking to trust. 
Let us explore differences in level of trust, overall as also attribute wise, across 
organizations covered in the study. 
The scores on following six attributes of trust have been observed as 
significantly different across these organizations: 
a) Expert 
b) Genuine 
c) Mutual 
d) Willingness to take risk 
e) Cooperative 
f) Accepting and warm 
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The remaining six attributes are not significantly different: 
a) Respectful 
b) Open Minded about problems 
c) Dependable 
d) Open 
e) Accountable 
f) Supportive 
When we analyze these findings we observe prevalence of high level of respect 
across all the four organizations. It indicates that co-workers respect their 
peers, superiors. This culture prevails across these organizations and no 
significant difference is observed on this count. 
Pulin Garg and Indira Parikh (1986) in their exploration of organizational culture 
observed on uniform trend for openness, formal accountability and respect for 
authority. These observations corroborate findings of the present research 
wherein significant difference has not been observed on the six attributes of 
trust namely, respectful, open minded about problems, dependable, open, 
accountable and supportive. Our first hypothesis (Ho1) stating that there is no 
difference between trust and its attributes across organizations, is partially 
rejected and partially accepted. Differences have been observed on six 
attributes and no difference has been observed on six other attributes. 
4.1.1 Influence of age on trust 
Significant difference has not been observed for majority of trust attributes 
when we analyze them on the basis of age, except on two trust attributes i.e. 
expert and mutual. For both these attributes the managers in the age-group of 
25-35 score the highest, the manager in the age-group of 35-45 are in the 
middle and those in above 45 year age-group report lowest scores on these 
dimensions. 
Table 4-3 INFLUENCE OF AGE ON TRUST 
Attribute 
Open 
Willingness to take nsk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Open minded about 
problems 
Dependable 
Trust 
Groups 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
N 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
Mean 
4 89 
5 50 
4 81 
4 63 
4 66 
4 81 
541 
5 57 
5 91 
4 86 
4 47 
4 09 
3 97 
3 66 
1 75 
4 73 
5 12 
S. D. 
1 74 
1 99 
3 01 
1 93 
2 02 
2 38 
1 82 
1 97 
1 71 
1 63 
1 49 
1 80 
2 33 
2 49 
2 17 
1 87 
^ 2 00 
5 28 161 
4 67 , 1 48 
4 24 
4 66 
5 56 
5 38 
5 47 
5 47 
5 66 
5 88 
3 74 
3 34 
1 44 
5 34 
5 24 
5 09 
5 03 
5 21 
5 44 
58 30 
58 03 
54 63 
1 66 
1 82 
1 68 
1 77 
2 05 
1 84 
1 94 
2 03 
2 52 
2 42 
1 78 
1 46 
1 70 
215 
1 79 
2 01 
2 21 
7 10 
8 22 
721 
Sig. 
N S 
N S 
N S 
N S 
< 01 
N S 
N S 
N S 
N S 
< 01 
N S 
N S 
N S 
This indicates that initially managers value expertise but later as they progress 
and gain experience, importance given to expertise becomes less Perhaps as 
managers face similar challenges, even the less skilled managers improve their 
expertise and compete on an equal footing with managers who are more skilled 
initially. 
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Mutuality implies that a manager treats his co-workers as his equals, he does 
not treat them as inferior. When a manager enters an organization, he/she is 
still relatively young (around five years work experience) and values 
himself/herself on the basis of educational qualification, so there is a tendency 
to treat co-worker as equals. With experience, due to work specialization and 
departmentalization, the holistic organizational perspective becomes lesser and 
hence a decrease in the score of mutuality. 
4.1,2 Trust and its Attributes in Public and Private Sector 
In this section v\/e shall present findings related to level of trust prevailing 
in public vis-a-vis private sectors organization. Table 4-4 and 4-5 help us 
assess the level of trust prevailing across public and private sector. 
Table 4-4: TRUST- RANGE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR 
Category 
Low Trust 
Moderate Trust 
High Trust 
Very High Trust 
Range of 
scores 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
Respondents: 
Number =100 
33 
43 
20 
4 
Respondents 
%age 
33% 
43% 
20% 
4% 
Cumulative 
Respondents 
%age 
76% 
24% 
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Table 4-5: TRUST- RANGE FOR PRIVATE SECTOR 
Category 
Low Trust 
Moderate Trust 
High Trust 
Very High Trust 
Range of 
scores 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
Respondents: 
Number =60 
0 
32 
26 
2 
Respondents 
%age 
0% 
53% 
44% 
3% 
Cumulative 
Respondents 
%age 
53% 
47% 
We observe that a higher percentage of managers 47% in the private sector 
belong to the high-very high trust range as compared to only 24% of managers 
in the public sector. It is further observed that the majority of respondents 97% 
fall in moderate to high trust category and there is no respondent in low trust 
category in private sector. 
Private organizations are focused on the outside. The customers, competition, 
technological innovations and promising recruits are the focus areas. Their 
insides are usually efficient, have smooth co-ordination, quick response time 
and reward orientation. Trust is an essential requirement for ensuring such an 
ambience. 
Public organizations on the other hand, are usually focused on their 'insides'. 
They have only recently emerged from a protected environment. Their insides 
are usually characterized by slow response times, unionized workforce, political 
interference, technological obsolescence, lack of flexibility and the threat of 
litigation (particularly over promotions). So it not surprising that a lower score 
has been obtained for organizations belonging to public sector in this study. 
It may noted that Menon (2003), too found a synergistic work culture in private 
sector organizations. Parker and Bradley (2000) in a research of six public 
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sector organizations reported that four of these organizations were governed by 
an internal 'process model' which focuses on the insides of the organization. 
Bhagwati and Desai (1970) have also recorded prevalence of a beauracratic 
environment and political interference in public sector. Chattopadhyay (1991) 
reported the presence of casteism in public sector which inhibits the 
development of trust in the organization. 
The analysis of scores presented in Table 4-6 reveals that a total of six 
attributes of trust are significantly different across public and private sector. 
These attributes are: 
a) Expert 
b) Genuine 
c) Mutual 
d) Cooperative 
e) Accepting and warm 
f) Supportive 
Interestingly, out of these six attributes, the scores on two attributes; namely, 
genuine and cooperative are found higher for the public sector. Genuineness 
refers to a feeling of transparency and trust among co-workers. There is a 
common perception that, in the public sector, colleagues would be suspicious of 
each other. High score on genuineness in public sector is contrary to common 
perceptions. It is noteworthy that public sector organizations in this study have 
reported higher on this attribute of trust. Similarly, being cooperative implies a 
faith in coworkers and a belief that they shall extend help in an hour of crises. 
This higher score of respondents belonging to public sector is also contrary to 
popular belief. It is generally observed that internal strife and bickerings mar the 
public sector organizations. However, public sector organizations in our sample, 
score higher on this important attributes of trust i.e. cooperativeness. 
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Table 4-6: TRUST SCORES ACROSS PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
Open 
Willingness to take nsk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Open minded about 
problems 
Dependable 
Trust 
Sector 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Pnvate 
N 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
Mean 
4 92 
5 38 
4 52 
4 93 
5 96 
4 92 
4 30 
5 00 
215 
5 52 
4 85 
5 20 
4 30 
4 87 
5 63 
5 22 
6 12 
4 78 
1 95 
5.12 
5 35 
5 10 
510 
5 30 
55 15 
61 33 
S. D. 
2 49 
1 38 
2 20 
1 74 
1 98 
1 39 
1 70 
1 43 
2 19 
1 21 
211 
1 38 
1 77 
1 28 
2 03 
1 22 
1 97 
1 47 
2 18 
1 56 
1 88 
1 34 
2 19 
1 49 
818 
4 55 
P 
N S 
N S 
<01 
<01 
<01 
N S 
<05 
N S 
<01 
<01 
N S 
N S 
<01 
The scores of the remaining four attributes, namely; expert, mutual, accepting & 
warm and supportive are found to be higher for the private sector. Private 
sector employees usually have more demanding jobs than their public sector 
counterparts hence they get a better chance to expenence the expertise of their 
coworkers. Private sector organization generally have lesser number of 
hierarchical levels than public sector organization. Also the social profile of their 
employees are more homogeneous than public sector organizations (where 
employee diversity in terms of social, region and caste is common). Hence 
private sector employees consider their coworkers equals. This explains higher 
score on mutual in private sector. Private sector employees may have a higher 
level of bonding, there may be greater number of occasions of socializing e.g. 
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going out on picnics etc. Organization may .^l^ QV(;;fo^ef,7-a''^ '^'^ eling of 
belongingness. Being accepting & warm, tlierefore, has a highlmportance for 
tliem. Being supportive is important for the private sector as they generally have 
more demanding jobs and each employee has clear goals. Importance of 
individuals goals is acknowledged and competence to achieve these goals is 
critical. Support rendered by colleagues may help employees achieve goals. 
Our second hypothesis (Ho2) stating that there is no difference between trust 
and its attributes in public sector and private sector, is partially rejected as 
significant difference has been found in trust and for six of its attributes in public 
and private sector. It is accepted for six of the attributes of trust on which 
significant differences have not been observed. 
4.1.2.1 Analysis of Trust and its Attributes between Public and Private 
Sector (Banking Industry) 
In this section we shall present the findings related to the level of trust in the 
public and private sector banking industry. Table 4-7 and 4-8 help us assess 
the level of trust across public and private sector in banking industry. 
Table 4-7: TRUST- RANGE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR-BANKING INDUSTRY 
Category 
Low Trust 
Moderate Trust 
High Trust 
Very High Trust 
Trust 
Measurement 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
Respondents: 
Number=50 
18 
23 
8 
1 
%age of 
Respondents 
36% 
46% 
16% 
2% 
%age of 
Respondents 
82% 
18% 
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Table 4-8: TRUST- RANGE FOR PRIVATE SECTOR-BANKING INDUSTRY 
Category 
Low Trust 
Moderate 
Trust 
High Trust 
Very High 
Trust 
Trust 
Measurement 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
Respondents: 
Number = 30 
-
18 
11 
1 
%age of 
Respondents 
0% 
60% 
37% 
3% 
%age of 
Respondents 
60% 
40% 
The score on trust in banking industry is higher for private sector than public 
sector. Banking industry, therefore, conforms to our overall finding (Table 4-6) 
of trust being higher in the private sector. 
Let us further analyze and pinpoint for which trust attributes there is a significant 
difference between public and private sector in the banking industry. 
The following seven attributes of trust are significantly different public and 
private sector banking organizations. 
a) Expert 
b) Genuine 
c) Mutual 
d) Accepting and Warm 
e) Supportive 
f) Willingness to take risk 
g) Cooperative 
If we compare these seven attributes to the six attributes considered significant 
for public and private sector (Table 4-6) as a whole, we see that all the 
attributes are the same except willingness to take risk. This attribute is an 
addition on which significant difference has been observed. So the broad trend 
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we observed about differences on important trust attributes in public and private 
sector in general is being repeated for the particular case of banking as well 
Importantly the same two attributes: genuine and cooperative have higher 
scores in public sector banking organizations, as well. 
Table 4-9: TRUST SCORES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
(BANKING INDUSTRY) 
Attribute of Trust 
Open 
Willingness to take risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Open minded about 
problems 
Dependable 
Trust 
Organization 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 
N 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
Mean 
4 92 
5 00 
418 
5 43 
5 70 
4 97 
418 
5 33 
2 44 
5 50 
4 84 
4 97 
418 
5 07 
5 30 
5 03 
6 30 
4 90 
214 
4 60 
5 26 
5 07 
4 80 
5 03 
54 2400 
60 9000 
Std. 
Deviation 
2 52 
102 
181 
159 
195 
1 13 
170 
132 
2 37 
1 17 
211 
0 89 
167 
108 
189 
1 13 
210 
124 
214 
152 
2 05 
144 
210 
127 
7 9451 
4 8590 
P 
NS 
<01 
<05 
<01 
<01 
NS 
<05 
NS 
<01 
<01 
NS 
NS 
<01 
A Public Sector B Private Sector 
Risk is a very important element is banking; each loan has its own risk and 
return characteristics. Extending credit Is an important function for a bank 
manager. In light of this, willingness to take risk acquires significance as a trust 
attribute in banking, particularly for ensuring high growth, and competitiveness 
with private sector banks. 
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Our third hypothesis (Ho3) stating that there is no difference between trust and 
its attributes in banking organizations in public sector vis-a-vis private sector, is 
partially rejected and partially accepted (because no difference has been 
observed on some attributes). 
4.1.2.2 Analysis of Trust and its Attribute in Public and Private Sector 
(Communication Industry) 
Let us now explore the difference across public and private sector for the 
communication industry. This data is presented in Tables 4-10, 4-11 and 4-12. 
Table 4-10: TRUST- RANGE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR-COMMUNICATION 
INDUSTRY 
Category 
Low Trust 
Moderate Trust 
High Trust 
Very High 
Trust 
Trust 
Measurement 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
Respondents: 
Number = 50 
15 
20 
12 
3 
%age of 
Respondents 
30% 
40% 
24% 
6% 
%age of 
Respondents 
70% 
30% 
Table 4-11: TRUST- RANGE FOR PRIVATE SECTOR-COMMUNICATION 
INDUSTRY 
Category 
Low Trust 
Moderate Trust 
High Trust 
Very High 
Trust 
Trust 
Measurement 
41-50 
51-60 
61-70 
71-80 
Respondents: 
Number = 30 
-
14 
15 
1 
%age of 
Respondents 
0% 
47% 
50% 
3% 
%age of 
Respondents 
47% 
53% 
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The following four attributes of trust are significantly different between public 
and private sector communication organizations: 
a) Expert 
b) Genuine 
c) Mutual 
d) Cooperative 
Table 4-12: TRUST SCORES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
(COMMUNICATION INDUSTRY) 
Attribute of Trust 
Open 
Willingness to take nsk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Open minded about 
problems 
Dependable 
Trust 
Organization 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
N 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
iViean 
4 92 
5 77 
4 86 
4 43 
6 22 
4 87 
4 42 
4 67 
186 
5 53 
4 86 
5 43 
4 42 
4 67 
5 96 
5 40 
5 94 
4 67 
176 
5 63 
5 44 
513 
5 40 
5 57 
56 0600 
61 7667 
Std. Deviation 
2 47 
153 
2 51 
176 
2 00 
163 
170 
147 
197 
128 
214 
172 
186 
145 
214 
130 
183 
169 
2 23 
145 
170 
125 
2 25 
165 
8 3822 
4 2482 
P 
NS 
NS 
<01 
NS 
<01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
<01 
<01 
NS 
NS 
<01 
C = Public Sector D = Private Sector 
When we compare four attributes to the six attnbutes considered significant for 
public and private sector (Table 4-6) as a whole, we see that these four 
attributes are a sub-set of those six attnbutes Hence we see the same broad 
observations of the public and private sector being present in specific case of 
The following four attributes of trust are significantly different between public 
and private sector communication organizations: 
a) Expert 
b) Genuine 
c) Mutual 
d) Cooperative 
Table 4-12: TRUST SCORES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
(COMMUNICATION INDUSTRY) 
Attribute of Trust 
Open 
Willingness to take risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Open minded about 
problems 
Dependable 
Trust 
C = Public Sector D = 
Organization 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
C 
D 
Private Sec 
N 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
or 
Mean 
4 92 
5 77 
4 86 
4 43 
6 22 
4 87 
4 42 
4 67 
186 
5 53 
4 86 
5 43 
4 42 
4 67 
5 96 
5 40 
5 94 
4 67 
176 
5 63 
5 44 
513 
5 40 
5 57 
56 0600 
61 7667 
Std. Deviation 
2 47 
159 
2 51 
176 
2 00 
163 
170 
147 
197 
128 
214 
172 
186 
145 
214 
130 
183 
169 
2 23 
145 
170 
125 
2 25 
165 
8 3822 
4 2482 
P 
NS 
NS 
<01 
NS 
<01 
NS 
NS 
NS 
<01 
<01 
NS 
NS 
<01 
When we compare four attributes to the six attributes considered significant for 
public and private sector (Table 4-6) as a whole, we see that these four 
attributes are a sub-set of those six attributes. Hence we see the same broad 
observations of the public and private sector being present in specific case of 
the public and private communications organizations. The two attributes not 
significantly different are: accepting & warm and supportive. 
Moreover the same two attributes; i.e., genuine and cooperative emerged more 
important for public sector communication organization as by public sector 
banking organization and by public sector organizations as a whole. This further 
reinforces the observation that public sector organizations share a corhmon 
work culture, which values the genuine and cooperative attributes. 
Private sector managers in the communication Industry value expertise as this 
is a highly technical industry and competence is judged on the basis of 
technical expertise. Given the extremely fast expansion of this industry in India, 
communication infrastructure is being rapidly setup, hence the importance to 
technical experts who can set up new networks or quickly install additional 
capacity. 
For mutuality, the performance is significantly different for public and private 
sector and reflect the trend of public and private sector as a whole. With the 
high growth rate, the job demands have increased manifold and managers 
need to rely on their co-workers. They rate their co-workers' competence high. 
Only those people who make the grade, get to be a part of the organization, 
hence the importance to mutuality. 
Our fourth hypothesis (Ho4) stated that there is no difference between trust and 
its attributes in communication organizations in public sector vis-a-vis private 
sector. It is rejected overall as also for four of trust attributes. For rest of the 
attributes it is accepted. 
We have come an end on the discussion on trust, we have seen that trust levels 
between public and private sector are significantly different, with trust levels 
being higher for the private sector. 
We have also seen that for the banking industry there is significant difference 
for almost the same attributes between public and private sector banks as 
between public and private sector as a whole. In the communication industry, 
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lesser number of trust attributes (only four as compared to six) have reported a 
significant difference between public and private sector. 
We now move to assess scores on managerial performance. 
4.2 Managerial performance across organizations 
The researcher used competing values framework to evaluate managerial 
performance. Managers were asked to assess themselves on eight roles: 
director, producer, ambassador, change catalyst, mentor, facilitator, monitor 
and coordinator. Managers were asked to assign a score of 1 to 7 on each of 
these roles on the basis of their actual on-the-job behaviors. If a manager 
extremely rarely practiced that behavior he was asked to assign a score of 1, on 
the other hand if the manager almost always practiced that behavior he was 
asked to assign a score of 7 to it. The scores for the different managerial roles 
were computed as per worksheet detailed in Appendix-D. 
The higher the score, the more the manager tends to emphasize that role. The 
lower the score, less the manager tends to emphasize that role. Master 
managers tend to balance all the roles i.e. they spend approximately equal time 
in each role. Score close to 4 is towards the balanced score for that role. 
The opposing poles - control vs. flexibility; internal vs. external represent four 
extremes of managerial attributes. Managers may tend to emphasize only one 
of these approaches and ignore the other. Master managers balance control 
with flexibility. They also attend to the work in the unit (internal focus) as well as 
keep tuned to the external environment, so they achieve a much sought after 
balance in their working styles. 
Roles with scores of 5 or above are most preferred and those with scores of 3 
or below are least preferred. Roles with scores of above 5 could be considered 
"strength" unless it is the only higher score coupled with several scores under 3. 
This indicates that the manager over utilizes his preferred role at the expense of 
less preferred roles. Master manager tends to balance all the roles and the 
score closer to 4 for all the different roles results in better performance. 
On the scale of 1 to 7, the mean scores and standard deviation for the eight 
roles for overall managerial performance across the four organizations are 
given in Table 4-13. 
Table 4-13: MANAGERIAL ROLES ACROSS ORGANIZATIONS 
S.No. 
1-
2-
3-
4-
5-
6-
7-
8-
Role 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Coordinator 
Monitor 
Mean (m) 
5.16 
4.99 
5.00 
4.85 
5.19 
5,33 
5.08 
5.18 
Std. Deviation (s) 
1.05 
1.04 
1.17 
1.09 
1.17 
1.02 
1.52 
1.21 
The mean (m) of these eight scores are plotted on a radar chart in Fig 4-1 to 
pictorially depict the average managerial performance profile of the respondents 
of this study. 
84 
Figure 4-1: Radar Chart depicting Overall Managerial Performance 
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Figure 4-1 indicates that all scores are around 5 and that the managerial profile 
is somewhat oriented towards the Rational Goal Model and the Internal Process 
Model. 
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Table 4-14: MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE ACROSS ORGANIZATIONS 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Coordinator 
Monitor 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
Org B 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
OrgB 
OrgC 
OrgD 
Org A 
Org B 
OrgC 
OrgD 
N 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
Mean 
5 625 
4 250 
5 695 
4417 
5 600 
3 707 
5 688 
4.140 
5 6450 
3 7333 
5 6500 
4 1083 
5 4050 
3 7833 
5 4700 
3 9333 
5 888 
4113 
5 884 
3 947 
5 956 
4 273 
5 864 
4 427 
5 05 
4 01 
6 28 
4 18 
5 81 
3 68 
5 98 
4 32 
Std. 
Deviation 
775 
1 006 
773 
847 
581 
680 
600 
661 
6490 
9213 
6907 
1 0960 
7123 
1 0123 
6402 
8758 
557 
766 
1 252 
1 012 
456 
823 
454 
1 058 
1 83 
79 
72 
97 
76 
92 
58 
90 
P 
<01 
<01 
<01 
<01 
<05 
<01 
<01 
<01 
We observe that performance is significantly different across all four 
organizations. 
Our fifth hypothesis (Ho5) stated that there is no difference in managerial 
performance across organizations. This hypothesis is rejected as significant 
difference has been reported in managerial performance across organizations. 
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4.2.1 Influence of age on managerial performance 
Let us, further, analyze how age has influenced managerial performance. 
Table 4-15: INFLUENCE OF AGE ON PERFORMANCE 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Co-ordinator 
IVIonitor 
Groups 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
25 - 35 years 
35 - 45 years 
More than 45 years 
N 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
70 
58 
32 
Mean 
4 957 
5 034 
5 844 
4 769 
5 028 
5 450 
4 6357 
5 1250 
5 5703 
4 6607 
4 8534 
5 2344 
4 914 
5 297 
5 594 
5 009 
5 431 
5 825 
4 91 
5 05 
5 50 
4 84 
521 
5 89 
Std. 
Deviation 
1 119 
984 
698 
1 120 
1 093 
547 
1 2992 
1 0305 
7988 
1 2358 
1 0586 
6808 
1 280 
1 789 
851 
1 159 
920 
494 
1 39 
1 49 
1 79 
1 31 
1 15 
72 
P 
< 01 
< 01 
< 01 
< 05 
N S 
< 01 
N S 
< 01 
Table 4-15 reveals that managers m the age group 25 - 35 years have score in 
the range of 4.64 - 5.01 on all the roles. The scores for managers in the age 
group, 35 - 45 years, are in the range of 4.85 - 5.43 and the scores for 
managers in the age group, above 45 years, are in the range of 5.23 - 5 89 
From these scores we see that the managers in the youngest age group 25 - 35 
years have scores, which are in balance, i.e. around the score of 4, which 
makes them 'master managers'. This is a rather interesting finding. 
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One would expect the scores to improve with age. It seems that as managers 
gain experience and get more realistic picture of their capabilities, they rate 
themselves lower. Only the difference on the producer and coordinator roles is 
not significant. The producer role is linked to personal productivity, which is 
important to all managers irrespective of experience; a manager has to first be 
concerned with his personal output. The coordinator role is concerned with 
performance of team members, which is also a core requirement for any 
manager, so it not surprising that there is no significant difference among 
managers self-assessment on this attribute. It may be noted that Parker and 
Bradley (2000), have also found no link between age and performance in their 
research. 
4.2.2 Managerial Performance in Public and Private Sector Organizations 
The mean scores and standard deviation for the eight roles for public and 
private sector are given below. 
Table 4-16:MANAGERIAL ROLES ACROSS PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE SECTOR 
S.No. 
1-
2-
3-
4-
5-
6-
7-
8-
Role 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Coordinator 
Monitor 
Public Sector 
Mean(m) 
5.66 
5.64 
5.65 
5.44 
5.88 
5.91 
5.67 
5.90 
SD(s) 
0.77 
0.59 
0.67 
0.67 
0.64 
0.45 
1.51 
0.67 
Private Sector 
Mean (m) 
4.33 
3.92 
3.92 
3.86 
4.03 
4.35 
4,10 
4.00 
SD(s) 
0,93 
0.70 
1.02 
0.94 
0.89 
0,94 
0,88 
0.96 
The mean (m) for the eight roles for both public and private sector plotted on 
the same radar chart in Figure 4-2 gives us a comparative picture of managerial 
performance for public and private sector organizations. 
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Figure 4-2: Radar Chart depicting IVIanagerial Performance between 
Public and Private Sector Organizations 
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Figure 4-2 indicates that the managerial performance profile for the public 
sector is distinctly oriented towards the rational and internal process models. 
The profile of the private sector managers is balanced around the score 4, 
reflecting their performance as "Master Managers". 
The findings for the public sector organizations indicate that these organizations 
are not focused on open systems model. Parker and Bradely (2000) in their 
research of public sector organizations had also found the presence of Internal 
Process Model. 
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We have discussed the difference between public and private sector 
organizational work culture at length in section 4 1 and we see the impact of 
work culture being reflected in managerial performance. 
Table 4-17 : MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE ACROSS PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE SECTOR 
Managerial Roles 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Coordinator 
Monitor 
Group 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Private 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Pnvate 
Public 
Pnvate 
N 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
100 
60 
Mean 
5 660 
4 333 
5 644 
3 923 
5 6475 
3 9208 
5 4375 
3 8583 
5 88 
4 030 
5910 
4 350 
5 67 
4 10 
5 90 
4 00 
Std. Deviation 
771 
926 
589 
700 
6668 
1 0215 
6746 
9415 
0 64 
894 
455 
943 
1 51 
88 
67 
96 
P 
< 01 
< 01 
< 01 
< 01 
<01 
< 01 
< 01 
< 01 
We see that performance is significantly different across all the managerial 
roles between public and private sector organizations Our sixth hypothesis 
(Ho6) stating that there is no difference in managerial performance between 
public and private sector organizations, is rejected. 
Let us further examine how public and private sector performance compares in 
banking and communication industry. 
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4.2.2.1 Managerial Performance in Public and Private Sector Organizations 
(Banking Industry) 
The mean scores and standard deviation for tlie eight roles for public and 
private sector managerial performance in banking industry are as follows: 
Table 4-18: MANAGERIAL ROLES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE SECTOR (BANKING INDUSTRY) 
S.No. 
1-
2-
3-
4-
5-
6-
7-
8-
Role 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Coordinator 
Monitor 
Public Sector 
Mean (m) 
5.62 
5.60 
5.65 
5.40 
5.89 
5.96 
5.05 
5.81 
SD(s) 
0.77 
0.58 
0.65 
0.71 
0.73 
0.46 
1.83 
0.76 
Private Sector 
Mean (m) 
4.25 
3.71 
3.73 
3.78 
4.11 
4.27 
4.01 
3.68 
SD(s) 
1.01 
0.68 
0.92 
1.01 
0.77 
0.82 
0.79 
0.92 
The mean (m) for the eight roles for both public and private banking 
organizations are plotted on the radar chart in Figure 4-3. It gives us a 
comparative picture of managerial performance between public and private 
sector banking organizations. 
Figure 4-3: Radar Chart depicting Managerial Performance across Public 
and Private Sector (Banking Industry) 
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The findings for banking industry are in line with the overall findings for public 
and private sector. The mangers in the public sector banks in the sample are 
oriented towards the Rational and Internal Process Models. The scores are not 
in balance with all roles getting a score above 5. The organizational managers 
do not seem to adequately understand the importance of 'balance' and seem to 
consider each role individually, while the private bank's managers seem to 
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appreciate the importance of balance witli adequate importance given to each 
role. Hence we see the presence of Master Managers in the private sector 
bank. 
Table 4-19: MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE BETWEEN PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE SECTOR ( BANKING INDUSTRY) 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Co-ordinator 
Monitor 
Type of 
Organisation 
Org A 
OrgB 
Org A 
OrgB 
Org A 
OrgB 
Org A 
Org B 
Org A 
OrgB 
Org A 
OrgB 
Org A 
OrgB 
Org A 
OrgB 
N 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
Mean 
5.625 
4.250 
5.600 
3.707 
5.6450 
3.7333 
5.4050 
3.7833 
5,888 
4.113 
5.956 
4.273 
5.05 
4.01 
5.81 
3.68 
Std. 
Deviation 
.775 
1.006 
.581 
.680 
.6490 
.9213 
.7123 
1.0123 
.557 
.766 
.456 
.823 
1.83 
.79 
.76 
.92 
P 
<.01 
<.01 
<01 
<.01 
<.01 
<.01 
<.01 
<.01 
<.01 
A= Public Sector B= Private Sector 
The findings indicate that for the public and private sector in banking industry, 
managerial performance is significantly different and is better for the private 
sector. This is in line with the scores for public and private sector as a whole. 
Our seventh hypothesis (Ho7) stating that there is no difference in managerial 
performance in banking organizations in public vis-a-vis private sector is 
rejected as significant difference has been found in managerial performance in 
public and private sector banks. 
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4.2,2.2 Managerial Performance in Public and Private Sector Organizations 
(Communication Industry) 
The means score and standard deviation for the eight roles for managerial 
performance between public and private sector in communication industry 
arranged are as follows: 
Table 4-20: MANAGERIAL ROLES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
SECTOR ORGANIZATIONS (COMMUNICATION INDUSTRY) 
S.No. 
1-
2-
3-
4-
5-
6-
7-
8-
Role 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Coordinator 
Monitor 
Public Sector 
Mean (m) 
5.70 
5.69 
5.65 
5.47 
5.88 
5.86 
6.28 
5.98 
SD(s) 
0.77 
0.60 
0.69 
0.64 
0.73 
0.45 
0.72 
0.58 
Private Sector 
Mean (m) S D (s) 
4.42 
4.14 
4.11 
3.93 
3.95 
4.43 
4.18 
4.32 
0.85 
0.66 
1.10 
0.88 
1.01 
1.06 
0.97 
0.90 
The mean (m) for both public and private sector communication organizations 
are plotted on the same radar chart on Figure 4-4 to give us a comparative 
picture of managerial performance between public and private sector in 
communication industry. 
In organization C (public sector communication organization) we again find the 
presence of the Rational and Internal Process Models with the producer, 
director, coordinator and monitor roles being over emphasized. As noted in the 
context of banking industry, in communication industry also, managers do not 
seem to appreciate the importance of 'balance'. Therefore in this industry also, 
public sector manager report a high score on each role, with lowest mean score 
being 5.47. 
For organization D (private sector communication) we find a balance of scores 
with mean scores of each role being around four. This indicates that the 
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average manager in organizations D is a iViaster Manager. We liave earlier 
concluded that average private sector manager is a Master Manager. This 
finding also holds good for managers v\/ith private sector communication 
industry. 
Figure 4-4: Radar Chart depicting Managerial Performance across Public 
and Private Sector (Communication Industry) 
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Table 4-21: MANAGERIAL PERFORMANCE BETWEEN PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE SECTOR (COMMUNICATION INDUSTRY) 
Mentor 
Facilitator 
Change Catalyst 
Ambassador 
Producer 
Director 
Coordinator 
Monitor 
Type of 
Organization 
OrgC 
OrgD 
OrgC 
OrgD 
OrgC 
Org D 
OrgC 
OrgD 
OrgC 
Org D 
OrgC 
OrgD 
OrgC 
Org D 
OrgC 
OrgD 
N 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
50 
30 
Mean 
5 695 
4417 
5 688 
4 140 
5 6500 
4 1083 
5 4700 
3 9333 
5 88 
3 947 
5 864 
4 427 
6 28 
4 18 
5 98 
4 32 
Std. 
Deviation 
773 
847 
600 
661 
6907 
1 0960 
6402 
8758 
0 73 
1 012 
454 
1 058 
72 
97 
58 
90 
P 
<01 
<01 
<01 
<01 
<05 
<01 
<01 
<01 
C= Public Sector D= Private Sector 
Here again the performance is significantly different for public and private sector 
and reflects the trend of public and private sector as a whole Our eighth 
hypothesis (Ho8) stating that there is no difference in managerial performance 
in communication organizations in public sector vis-a-vis private sector, is 
rejected as significant difference has been found in managerial performance in 
public and private sector communication organizations. 
We have come to the end of our discussion on managenal performance, we 
have noted the presence of the Rational model and Internal process model for 
public sector. The same model seems to be prevalent in public sector banking 
and communication firms also 
4.3 Research findings 
The major findings of this research study are summarized in the following 
Tables 4-22 and 4-23. 
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Table 4-22: HYPOTHESES TESTING 
Hypothesis 
Ho1 There is no difference of 
trust levels and its 
attnbutes across 
organizations 
Ho2 There is no difference of 
trust levels and its 
attributes between public 
and private sector 
Ho3 There is no difference of 
trust levels and its 
attributes between public 
and pnvate sector in 
banking industry 
Ho4 There is no difference of 
trust levels and its 
attributes between public 
and private sector in 
communication industry 
Ho5 There is no difference of 
managerial performance 
across organizations 
Ho6 There is no difference of 
managenal performance 
between public and private 
sector 
Ho7 There is no difference of 
managerial performance 
between public and private 
sector in banking industry 
Ho8 There is no difference of 
managenal performance 
between public and private 
sector in communication 
industry 
Result of Hypothesis 
Testing 
Partly rejected 
Partly accepted 
Partly rejected 
Partly accepted 
Partly rejected 
Partly accepted 
Partly rejected 
Partly accepted 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Conclusion 
Rejected 
There is significant 
difference in trust levels on 
SIX attnbutes of trust and no 
difference on the remaining 
SIX attnbutes 
There is significant 
difference in trust levels on 
SIX attnbutes of trust and no 
difference on the remaining 
SIX attnbutes 
There is significant 
difference in trust levels on 
some and no difference on 
others 
There is significant 
difference in trust levels on 
some and no difference on 
others 
There is significant 
difference in all eight 
managerial roles 
There is significant 
difference in all eight 
managenal roles 
There is significant 
difference in all eight 
managerial roles 
There is significant 
difference in all eight 
managenal roles 
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Table 4-23: SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT ATTRIBUTES OF TRUST 
Significantly 
Differing 
Attributes 
Expert 
Genuine 
Mutual 
Willingness to take 
risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and 
warm 
Supportive 
Organizations 
A/B/C/D 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Public/Private 
Sector 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Organization 
A/B 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Organization 
C/D 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Significantly 
different 
Let us now examine the correlation between trust and managerial performance. 
It might be tempting to analyze the correlation between trust and managerial 
performance. It may be noted that two separate type of instruments have been 
used to measure trust and managerial performance. The instrument employed 
to measure trust gives us a score of trust and its attributes, which can be plotted 
on a linear scale. We have explored competing values framework to measure 
managerial performance. This instrument helps generate data to give us a 
holistic picture of managerial performance. This output, we get in the form of a 
closed figure, which cannot be plotted on ordinal scale. It may, therefore, not be 
wise to calculate the correlation between these two, though, comprehensive 
yet, dissimilar scoring/representation methods 
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Never-the-less this study reports that private sector organizations, as a whole, 
as, also in banking and communication industry, have higher scores on trust 
than their public sector counterparts. 
Further analysis of managerial performance reveals a greater presence of 
"Master Managers" across private sector organizations. So the researcher 
infers that 'trust positively influences managerial performance. 
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Chapter-5 
Chapter 5 
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 
5.0 Introduction 
This chapter seeks to present a summary of the research study, 
consolidate its findings and mal<:e recommendations. The chapter is 
divided into three sections. Section-! summarizes the objectives of the 
study, research design, research methodology, pattern of analysis and 
statistical tools. The conclusions and recommendations on trust are 
presented in Section-ll. The findings and recommendations on managerial 
performance are detailed in Section-Ill. 
5.1 Summary 
5.1 .1 Objectives 
The research study aimed at evaluating the level of trust (and its attributes) 
and assess managerial performance, measured through managerial roles. 
The researcher explored differences on their accounts between public and 
phvate sector. Industry wise differences were also explored in this study. 
5.1.2 Sampling Approach 
Comparable 'Organizational sets' were selected on the basis of work 
profile, geographical location and comparable number of officers. Leading 
organizations in banking and communication industry were selected both 
from public and private sectors. Sample included different age-groups and 
functional areas in the organizations. Stratified sampling and also 
disproportionate stratified sampling was resorted to between public and 
private sector 'organizational sets' to take care of the diversity. 
5.1.3 Instruments for data collection 
Two 'Close-ended structured questionnaires' were used; one pertaining to 
trust measurement (Appendix - A) and the other pertaining to qualitative 
measurement of managerial performance (Appendix - C). 
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5.1.4 Pattern of Analysis 
A. Analysis of trust profile 
• Level of trust, overall as also attribute wise was 
assessed for the entire sample. 
• Trust levels between public and private sector 
organizations were compared. 
• Trust levels between public and private sector in 
banking and communication industry were compared. 
B. Analysis of managerial performance across organizations 
• Difference in managerial performance was assessed 
age wise. 
• Managerial performance for public vis-a-vis private 
sector organizations was compared. 
• Managerial performance for public and private sector in 
banking and communication industry was compared. 
5.1.5 Statistical Tools 
SPSS software has been adopted for analyzing the data using the 
following tests: 
a. Student's t-test 
b. Anova -F test 
5.1.5 Earlier Studies & Research 
While perusing the research literature, it was observed that no empirical 
study has been done to evaluate attributes of trust and managerial 
performance (via managerial roles). It was also found that no study has 
been done to compare public sector and private sector organizations in 
India for these parameters. 
5.2 Conclusions and Recommendations on Trust 
We have found a significant difference in trust levels across organizations 
Further we have seen that trust levels are higher in the pnvate sector as 
compared to public sector organizations This has been further supported by 
the companson between public and pnvate sector banking and 
comnnunications organizations In both the banking industry and the 
communication industry, we have found that the trust levels are higher in 
pnvate sector as compared to the public sector 
Pnvate sector organizations do not score more than public sector organizations 
on all the trust attributes, there are some attnbutes of trust on which public 
sector organizations score higher, namely- genuine, cooperative 
Based on these findings the researcher would like to make some 
recommendations on how public sector organizations can also raise the level of 
the trust attnbutes on which they score lower than pnvate sector organizations 
We have also made recommendations on how the private sector can raise 
score on trust attnbutes for which it scores lower than the public sector 
Banking Industt7 
Let us first consider the case of the banking industry we have seen that there is 
significant difference in trust level for the following seven attnbutes expert, 
genuine, mutual, willingness to take nsk, cooperative, accepting and warn and 
supportive The pnvate sector organization score more for the following five 
trust attnbutes expert, mutual, willingness to take nsk, accepting & warm and 
supportive The public sector organizations would benefit by increasing their 
scores on these attnbutes 
Human resource management suggests that an organization can make 
interventions in four key areas i e Recruitment, Training, Performance 
Appraisal and Compensation 
The researcher shall use this framework to make recommendations on how to 
improve scores on trust attnbutes 
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For the public sector banking organization to improve its score on expert it can 
recognize the importance of expertise by allotting adequate weightage to 
technical, inter-personal and conceptual expertise in recruitment for positions 
across functional and hierarchical levels Regular training workshops can be 
conducted so that managers are updated on latest financial techniques and 
behavioural approaches to better manage their teams Performance appraisal 
and compensation should also give adequate weightage to expertise to reflect 
the growing technical and financial sophistication in the banking industry 
To increase the score on mutual, well designed orientation programs are critical 
so that new employees at all levels get a good exposure to the organizational 
policies and have an appreciation on how these policies help in ensunng a 
smooth operation across the numerous locations Annual meetings can also be 
organized in which organizational objectives, achievements and concerns can 
be shared This can help build a strong sense of comradely in the organization 
Willingness to take nsk is crucial for success in the banking industry, especially 
when loans are given, to ensure that just because some loans go bad, risk 
taking is not penalized Adequate mechanisms are needed to be developed 
and managenal risk taking should be evaluated and adequately rewarded 
Training programs and workshops on nsk management should be regularly 
conducted 
To create an accepting & warm culture, the public sector bank needs to 
conduct regular get-togethers and retreates on small, medium and large scales 
Public sector banking managers need a chance to meet and interact with each 
other in a non-work surrounding This will enable them to appreciate each other 
and create an atmosphere in which managers enjoy working together 
Public sector banking managers should appreciate the need for creating 
supportive environment for optimal work Training programs can be conducted 
to emphasize the importance to improve manager's inter-personal skills Peer 
feedback and rating can be included in performance appraisal to ensure that 
managers give adequate importance to their inter-personal and team building 
skills 
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Moving on recommendations for the private sector bank, to increase the level 
of genuineness, it is not possible to comment easily as this is a perception that 
needs further probing as to what factors contribute to creating the feeling 
among managers that their colleagues are genuine individuals. The researcher 
is reluctant to make a recommendation about how to increase the score on this 
attribute. 
To foster a more cooperative attitude among its managers, the private sectors 
need to possibly reduce the level of competitiveness among its managers. 
Training programs can be organized to emphasize the importance of overall 
organizational goals alongwith personal/team goal. Sometimes managers can 
lose sight of organizational goals in pursuit of their individual team goals. 
Communication Industry 
We have found that scores for two trust attributes-expert and mutual are higher 
for the private sector and that scores for two trust attributes- genuine and 
cooperative are higher for the public sector. For the public sector organization 
to increase its score on the attribute expert, similar to the recommendation in 
the banking industry adequate weightage must be given while recruiting 
managers at all levels. Further training programs need to be organized that all 
managers get an opportunity to upgrade their technical and behavioural skills. 
Development of expertise is too important to be left to individual effort. 
Adequate weightage should be given to demonstrable expertise during 
performance appraisal and possession of expertise should be rewarded when 
designing the compensation package. 
To increase mutuality, informal organizational get together can be organized so 
that managers find it easier to appreciate each other and a sense of oneness 
can be inculcated within the organization. Larger get togethers can be 
organized on an annual basis to foster a spirit of belongingness within the 
organization. We have seen that the private sector organization scores lower 
than the public sector organization on the trust attributes- genuine and 
cooperative. We have earlier remarked that it is difficult to pinpoint on what 
generates a feeling among managers that their colleagues are genuine 
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individuals, hence it is difficult to recommend measures to enable the private 
sector organization increase its score on this attnbute 
To enable the pnvate sector organization to increase its score on the attnbute 
cooperative, it is recommended that they should try to lower the feeling of 
intense competition amongst its managers Programs need to be organized 
which should emphasize the importance of larger organizational goals which 
can sometimes get side lined in the pursuit of individual goals 
5.3 Findings and Recommendations on [\/lanagerial Performance 
It has been found that managers in the pnvate sector are master managers 
who practice all the four managenal models and balance all the eight 
managenal roles Public sector managers on the other hand emphasize two 
managenal models-internal process model and rational goal model at the 
expense of the other two models- human relation model and open system 
model Public sector managers also emphasize the managerial roles- producer 
director, monitor and coordinator, which compose the internal process model 
and rational goal model 
Banking Industry 
Public sector banks need to make their managers realize that they are pnmarily 
using the two managenal models i e internal process model and rational goal 
model and emphasizing on three roles-director, producer and monitor which lie 
in these models Training programs need to be conducted to make public 
sector banking managers realize the importance of having a balanced 
approach and using all four managenal models in their work 
These managers shall not be able to reach their full potential unless they use 
all four managenal models Performance appraisal systems should be 
redesigned to evaluate not only achievement of quantitative targets but also 
development of softer managenal skills defined by the human relations and 
open system models High scores on the director and producer roles indicate 
that public sector banking mangers try to fulfill much of their team 
responsibilities by themselves They need to realize that this is a self-limiting 
approach as they can do only so much themselves They need to undergo 
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programs that can build up their team-building and delegation skills so that they 
can get more work done out of their teams and hence be better managers. 
Communication Industry 
Here it is again found that public sector managers are emphasizing the internal 
process model and the rational goal model at the expense of the open system 
model and the human relation model. Public sector managers are emphasizing 
on the four managerial roles- producer, director, monitor and coordinator which 
implies that they are trying to fulfill much of their team responsibilities by them 
and are also supervising their subordinates too closely. This is a self limiting 
approach which does not allow manager to develop his/her full potential. 
Training programs should be conducted to make the public sector managers 
realize their shortcomings. Programs should also be conducted to help these 
managers overcome their shortcomings. Programs should focus on effecting a 
perceptual shift among public sector managers about delegation of work; they 
should also be imparted knowledge and skills to enhance their interpersonal 
skills. 
Annual performance appraisal should also check for the development of these 
competencies and compensation must be linked to demonstrable expertise in 
delegation of work and team building competencies. 
It is hoped that by implementing the above suggestions, the organizations 
under study shall be able to improve their scores on trust and its attributes as 
well as improve their managerial performance. 
5.4 Direction for Furtlier Research 
This study has scope for future research both depth wise and breadth wise. 
The research has identified dimensions of trust that need to be developed both 
for public sector as also for private sector. For example, in public sector it has 
been observed that trust scores are lower for attributes namely- expert, mutual, 
willingness to take risk, supportive and accepting & warm. 
The future researches may specifically focus on how to develop trust score in 
these organizations on those dimensions where, presently the score does not 
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have desirable level. The focus of such efforts could be on exploring specific 
recruitment, compensation and developmental policies to help these 
organizations improve their score on all dimensions of trust and specifically on 
those dimensions on which scores do not have satisfactory level. Designing the 
suitable HR interventions would be a rewarding and more applied area of 
enquiry. Training programs can also be developed to impart skills to perform 
managerial roles in a balanced fashion. 
The study has scope of extension breadth wise also. The present study has 
focussed on only two industrial segments- namely banking and communication. 
Within that also employees at the higher end of the organization have been 
targetted for enquiry. 
The breadth wise extension is possible in multiple ways. For example, other 
employees of these industrial segments can be targetted to consolidate these 
findings further. Studies can also be designed to target other industrial 
segments. In this regard the studies may not only focus on commercial 
organizations, social sector and governmental sector also require presence of 
trust. These sectors can also be a target for extending these studies. 
The future studies could focus on organizations spread out in other geographic 
segments. 
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Appendices 
APPENDIX-A 
QUESTIONNAIRE-1 
1. (A) My co-workers have all the knowledge and experience they need to do 
their jobs effectively. 
(B) My co-workers seem to lack the knowledge and/or experience they need 
to do their jobs effectively. 
2. (A)l cannot predict how my co-workers will respond in a given situation. 
(B) I can predict how my co-workers will respond in a given situation. 
3. (A) I share my honest thoughts and feelings with my co-workers. 
(B) I keep my honest thoughts and feelings to myself. 
4, (A) I help my co-workers to see what their goals and concerns should be, 
(B) I let my co-workers know that I understand and appreciate their 
individual goals and concerns. 
5. (A) I trust my co-workers; I believe they won't let me down. 
(B) I "play it safe" and trust only myself; this way no one else can let me down. 
6. (A) I am not convinced that each of my co-workers is worthy of my respect. 
(B) I respect my co-workers; each of them has a unique contribution to make, 
7. (A) I encourage my co-workers to comment on their thoughts and feelings. 
(B) I would prefer not to hear my co-workers to comment on their thoughts and 
feelings, 
8, (A) I believe in the old saying "Do as I say, not as I do." 
(B) I say what I mean and mean what I say. 
9. (A) When I am in a bind , I know I can depend on my co-workers to help me 
out. 
(B) When I am in a bind, I have to rely exclusively on myself. 
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10. (A) My abilities are superior to those of my co-workers. 
(B) My co-workers and I are all at the same level of competence. 
11. (A) I let myself be vulnerable with my co-workers. 
(B) I protect myself and try not to be vulnerable with my co-workers. 
12. (A) The term "commitment" doesn't seem to mean much to my co-workers. 
(B) I can depend on my co-workers to follow through on their commitments. 
13. (A) My co-workers and I cooperate with one another. 
(B) My co-workers and I complete with one another. 
14. (A) My co-workers behave as if they think they are better than I am. 
(B) My co-workers treat me as an equal. 
15. (A) I can count on my co-workers to meet the deadlines and performance 
standards defined for their work. 
(B) I cannot count on my co-workers to meet their deadlines and performance 
standards. 
16. (A) When faced with a problem, I figure out the best solution and present my 
idea to my co-workers. 
(B) When faced with a problem, I collaborate with my co-workers to define the 
problem, explore alternatives, and arrive at a solution. 
17. (A) My team is warm, accepting, and free of hostility. 
(B) There is hostility in my team. 
18. (A) I cannot rely on my co-workers. 
(B) I can rely on my co-workers. 
19. (A) My Co-workers and I are knowledgeable and experienced 
in our respective skill areas and in our ability to interact with one another. 
(B) My co-workers and I lack the knowledge and experience to function as 
effectively as we might, 
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20. (A) I wonder if my co-workers appreciate my work; I sometimes think they 
question the value of my contributions. 
(B) I know that my co-workers are concerned about my well-being; they "play 
fairly" and respect my unique contributions. 
21. (A) My co-workers hold themselves accountable for their work. 
(B) My co-workers do not hold themselves accountable for their work. 
22. (A) I prefer my own solutions to problems. 
(B) I am willing to accept solutions proposed by my co-workers. 
23. (A) No matter what I share with my team members, they are not judgmental. 
(B) I am careful about what I share with my team members because they may 
judge me harshly. 
24. (A) I assume that my co-workers could use my help in doing their jobs. 
(B) I assume that my co-workers are capable of doing their jobs. 
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Appendix - B 
SCORING SHEET FOR TRUST 
Number 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11, 
12. 
Attribute 
Open 
Versus 
Closed 
Willing to Risk 
Versus 
Unwilling to Risk 
Cooperative 
Versus 
Competitive 
Accepting and Warm 
Versus 
Rejecting and Cold 
Expert 
Versus 
Inept 
Accountable 
Versus 
Unaccountable 
Supportive 
Versus 
Controlling 
Respectful 
Versus 
Disrespectful 
Genuine 
Versus 
Hypocritical 
Mutual 
Versus 
Superior 
Open Minded About Problems 
Versus 
Fixated on Predetermined 
Solutions 
Dependable 
Versus 
Capricious 
TRUST 
3A 
7A 
5A 
11A 
9A 
13A 
17A 
23A 
1A 
19A 
15A 
21A 
4B 
24 B 
68 
208 
88 
128 
108 
148 
168 
228 
28 
188 
MISTRUST 
38 
78 
58 
118 
98 
138 
178 
238 
18 
198 
15B 
218 
4A 
24A 
6A 
20A 
8A 
12A 
10A 
14A 
16A 
22A 
2A 
18A 
The total score of trust can be viewed in this perspective as 
0 +10 + 2 0 + 3 0 + 4 0 + 5 0 + 6 0 or more 
-> Trust 
(Source; Chartier, 1991) 
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APPENDIX-C 
QUESTIONNAIRE - II 
The respondent manager how often does/would do; 
1. Come up with inventive ideas. 
2. Exert upward influence in the organization. 
3. Clarify the need to achieve unit goals. 
4. Continually clarify the unit's purpose. 
5. Search for innovations and potential improvements. 
6. Make the unit's role very clear. 
7. Maintain tight logistical control. 
8. Keep track of what goes on inside the unit. 
9. Help resolve openly expressed differences through consensus. 
10. Listen to the personal problems of subordinates. 
11. Maintain a highly coordinated, well organized unit. 
12. Hold open discussion of conflicting opinions in groups. 
13. Push the unit to meet objectives. 
14. Surface key differences among group members, then work in a 
participatory way to resolve them. 
15. Monitor compliance with the rules. 
16. Treat each individual in a sensitive, caring way. 
17. Experiment with new concepts and procedures. 
18. Show empathy and concern in dealing with subordinates. 
19. Seek to improve the work group's technical capacity. 
20. Get access to people at higher levels. 
21. Encourage participatory decision making in the group. 
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22. Compare records, reports, and so on to detect discrepancies. 
23. Solve scheduling problems in the unit. 
24. Get the unit to meet expected goals. 
25. Do problem solving in creative, clear ways. 
26. Anticipate workflow problems, avoid crisis. 
27. Check for errors and mistakes. 
28. Persuasively sell new ideas to higher ups. 
29. See that the unit delivers on stated goals. 
30. Facilitate consensus building in the work unit. 
31. Clarify the unit's priorities and direction. 
32. Show concern for the needs of subordinates. 
33. Maintain a "results" orientation in the unit. 
34. Influence decisions made at higher levels. 
35. Regularly clarify the objectives of the unit. 
36. Bring a sense of order and coordination into the unit. 
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Appendix -D 
Computational Worksheet For Managerial Roles: 
The Facilitator Role The Mentor Role 
#9 
#12 
#14 
#21 
#30 
Total /5= 
#10 
#16 
#18 
#32 
Total /4= 
The Director Role The Ambassador Role 
#4 
#6 
#24 
#31 
#35 
Total /5= 
#2 
#20 
#28 
#34 
Total /4= 
The Producer Role The Change Catalyst Role 
#3 
#13 
#19 
#29 
#33 
Total /5= 
#1 
#5 
#17 
#25 
Total /4= 
The Coordinator Role The Monitor Role 
#7 
#11 
#23 
#26 
#36 
Total /5= 
# 8 
#15 
#22 
#27 
Total /4= 
For evaluating each role, numbers in each column have been added and the total 
divided by the number of situations taken into consideration. 
(Source: University of New Mexico, website, 2003) 
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Appendix -E 
Organization - A: (Public Sector - Banking Industry) 
Respon-
dent 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6, 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
Attributes of Trust 
1 
10 
7 
9 
5 
5 
2 
6 
10 
6 
3 
4 
5 
4 
3 
6 
3 
5 
1 
2 
8 
7 
9 
5 
6 
0 
3 
2 
9 
8 
3 
2 
2 
6 
4 
4 
4 
6 
5 
9 
6 
4 
4 
2 
4 
3 
6 
5 
3 
2 
2 
6 
7 
7 
3 
2 
3 
6 
3 
0 
3 
4 
3 
9 
8 
8 
8 
4 
5 
6 
5 
6 
4 
2 
6 
6 
4 
4 
6 
3 
6 
6 
10 
8 
7 
1 
5 
6 
3 
3 
10 
5 
5 
4 
7 
6 
6 
4 
4 
1 
3 
5 
4 
4 
6 
4 
4 
4 
3 
2 
3 
3 
5 
5 
4 
9 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
7 
5 
6 
5 
5 
2 
1 
6 
1 
5 
5 
3 
5 
2 
1 
4 
2 
0 
0 
6 
4 
5 
0 
2 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
6 
0 
6 
7 
2 
6 
6 
3 
5 
4 
4 
4 
6 
3 
1 
2 
6 
6 
6 
3 
5 
4 
5 
8 
9 
6 
3 
6 
4 
5 
10 
8 
5 
7 
5 
5 
3 
4 
5 
4 
6 
2 
6 
2 
4 
4 
9 
6 
4 
4 
4 
2 
5 
1 
3 
4 
2 
5 
5 
4 
6 
3 
5 
9 
8 
9 
9 
7 
8 
2 
5 
5 
2 
4 
4 
5 
5 
7 
7 
4 
5 
2 
4 
4 
5 
8 
5 
4 
6 
4 
5 
8 
7 
5 
7 
9 
10 
3 
5 
10 
10 
6 
6 
3 
4 
9 
8 
5 
6 
3 
5 
4 
6 
7 
7 
5 
10 
9 
4 
4 
7 
4 
5 
9 
8 
7 
10 
3 
6 
0 
7 
5 
1 
1 
3 
0 
5 
4 
3 
4 
4 
0 
0 
3 
5 
0 
4 
1 
0 
1 
4 
0 
2 
0 
0 
5 
0 
11 
6 
7 
4 
5 
6 
6 
5 
0 
8 
8 
4 
6 
3 
5 
8 
4 
4 
0 
5 
5 
8 
6 
5 
4 
6 
4 
7 
8 
7 
6 
12 
3 
6 
6 
1 
4 
4 
2 
7 
4 
4 
7 
6 
4 
5 
5 
1 
4 
7 
5 
8 
3 
4 
4 
7 
7 
0 
8 
6 
0 
6 
Trust 
76 
67 
59 
68 
53 
50 
54 
53 
57 
55 
52 
51 
55 
50 
51 
46 
44 
47 
45 
64 
67 
69 
43 
49 
47 
45 
50 
69 
65 
58 
Age 
Group 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
Cor 
1 
i 
td 
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Respon-
dent 
31. 
32 
33. 
34 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47 
48. 
49. 
50. 
- • - • • • • 
Attributes of Trust 
1 
6 
3 
6 
5 
3 
3 
5 
4 
5 
3 
10 
2 
3 
3 
5 
7 
5 
3 
8 
1 
2 
4 
4 
4 
6 
5 
2 
7 
3 
2 
8 
3 
2 
3 
5 
4 
6 
4 
3 
4 
5 
3 
6 
2 
7 
6 
6 
5 
4 
8 
6 
4 
7 
6 
7 
5 
6 
7 
4 
8 
7 
5 
4 
3 
1 
3 
5 
3 
4 
7 
4 
3 
5 
6 
2 
4 
6 
2 
5 
7 
3 
4 
1 
5 
4 
2 
3 
2 
0 
0 
2 
5 
2 
0 
2 
0 
4 
0 
7 
9 
0 
2 
3 
0 
6 
4 
6 
5 
6 
4 
2 
2 
8 
6 
5 
5 
6 
0 
4 
3 
1 
6 
3 
8 
6 
7 
5 
1 
3 
5 
4 
5 
4 
2 
5 
7 
5 
3 
4 
3 
2 
3 
5 
4 
3 
5 
8 
8 
8 
8 
5 
7 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
4 
2 
2 
7 
2 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
9 
7 
7 
5 
8 
4 
6 
4 
9 
9 
4 
4 
7 
3 
8 
7 
6 
6 
6 
7 
9 
10 
3 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
0 
4 
1 
0 
2 
0 
6 
0 
3 
4 
0 
6 
3 
0 
11 
5 
4 
6 
5 
6 
6 
6 
1 
8 
5 
2 
8 
7 
8 
3 
5 
4 
4 
2 
8 
12 
5 
4 
9 
2 
6 
6 
5 
4 
3 
6 
8 
6 
2 
6 
5 
2 
5 
5 
6 
7 
Trust 
60 
42 
61 
57 
48 
44 
50 
57 
55 
52 
58 
44 
45 
55 
49 
60 
51 
53 
60 
52 
Age 
Group 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 
1- Open 
2- Willingness to take risk 
3- Cooperative 
4- Accepting and warm 
5- Expert 
6- Accountable 
7- Supportive 
8- Respectful 
9- Genuine 
10-Mutual 
11-0 pen minded about problems 
12- Depen dable 
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Respon-
dent 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25, 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
1 
6 
6 
3 
4 
6 
6 
6 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
7 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
3 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
2 
6 
6 
9 
4 
4 
4 
8 
6 
5 
8 
5 
3 
3 
3 
6 
8 
5 
6 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
7 
6 
6 
6 
7 
6 
4 
3 
5 
6 
7 
6 
5 
4 
6 
6 
6 
5 
3 
5 
4 
4 
6 
2 
6 
7 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
6 
5 
5 
4 
Organization 
4 
8 
5 
2 
5 
5 
4 
7 
5 
7 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
9 
5 
5 
6 
5 
6 
6 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
6 
6 
5 
-B : (Private 
Attributes of Trust 
5 
6 
8 
8 
7 
3 
5 
5 
5 
6 
7 
5 
4 
5 
5 
7 
7 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
7 
5 
7 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
6 
4 
6 
4 
5 
4 
6 
6 
4 
7 
3 
4 
8 
6 
5 
6 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
4 
3 
4 
5 
6 
6 
6 
5 
4 
6 
4 
4 
6 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
8 
3 
5 
6 
1 
5 
6 
4 
6 
5 
6 
7 
6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
6 
5 
6 
5 
6 
6 
5 
Sector - Banking 
9 
2 
4 
5 
4 
7 
8 
5 
6 
6 
4 
5 
6 
4 
4 
4 
3 
5 
5 
5 
6 
4 
5 
6 
3 
6 
5 
5 
5 
6 
4 
10 
6 
1 
1 
5 
5 
6 
6 
7 
5 
5 
1 
4 
5 
5 
6 
3 
4 
5 
3 
6 
5 
5 
6 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
6 
4 
11 
3 
8 
5 
4 
7 
7 
6 
7 
6 
4 
5 
4 
4 
2 
7 
4 
3 
5 
6 
5 
6 
3 
5 
6 
5 
5 
4 
6 
6 
4 
ndustry) 
12 
7 
0 
3 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
4 
5 
6 
7 
5 
4 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
Trust 
60 
60 
62 
58 
60 
65 
68 
67 
65 
65 
54 
55 
54 
53 
67 
60 
59 
67 
58 
58 
56 
59 
58 
60 
61 
61 
60 
70 
71 
56 
Age 
Group 
1 1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1-
2-
3-
4-
5-
6-
7-
8-
9-
10-
11-
12-
Open 
Willingness to take risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
IVIutu al 
Open minded about problems 
Depe ndable 
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Organization - C: (Public Sector - Communication Industry) 
Respon-
dent 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8, 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
Attributes of Trust 
1 
3 
1 
6 
7 
6 
4 
7 
8 
3 
1 
5 
6 
5 
2 
4 
7 
10 
8 
5 
2 
4 
2 
4 
4 
9 
5 
7 
7 
8 
7 
2 
1 
6 
6 
3 
4 
1 
5 
9 
1 
3 
6 
4 
3 
4 
4 
9 
9 
4 
9 
8 
6 
3 
5 
5 
8 
8 
7 
7 
8 
8 
3 
6 
4 
8 
4 
5 
4 
7 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
3 
10 
6 
10 
7 
8 
5 
10 
6 
5 
5 
10 
7 
7 
8 
6 
9 
9 
4 
1 
3 
2 
6 
3 
2 
5 
3 
2 
4 
4 
5 
3 
4 
5 
4 
6 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
7 
5 
6 
6 
6 
4 
7 
5 
5 
5 
2 
1 
0 
3 
5 
0 
2 
0 
4 
0 
3 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
3 
0 
5 
1 
2 
3 
0 
2 
1 
0 
3 
0 
3 
6 
4 
7 
6 
5 
4 
4 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
4 
3 
9 
3 
6 
5 
8 
4 
4 
3 
5 
5 
6 
7 
2 
7 
4 
7 
7 
4 
3 
5 
2 
9 
6 
2 
4 
1 
4 
8 
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 
2 
5 
8 
8 
6 
3 
5 
5 
5 
2 
3 
8 
6 
5 
5 
7 
3 
4 
7 
10 
7 
8 
4 
2 
4 
8 
8 
7 
7 
5 
7 
8 
5 
4 
7 
6 
6 
9 
8 
6 
7 
8 
9 
6 
9 
4 
5 
5 
5 
7 
3 
8 
4 
7 
6 
7 
4 
5 
5 
6 
2 
5 
8 
4 
7 
6 
7 
6 
3 
4 
5 
8 
5 
10 
3 
0 
0 
5 
4 
6 
0 
2 
0 
3 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
3 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
11 
6 
6 
4 
4 
5 
3 
4 
5 
6 
4 
6 
7 
5 
2 
4 
6 
3 
6 
9 
6 
4 
8 
7 
5 
6 
7 
8 
6 
8 
4 
12 
2 
3 
3 
9 
6 
2 
7 
3 
4 
4 
6 
7 
5 
4 
7 
8 
7 
3 
10 
4 
9 
5 
3 
4 
7 
7 
9 
6 
1 
8 
Trust 
47 
53 
52 
59 
51 
45 
56 
62 
47 
46 
53 
52 
44 
52 
58 
62 
62 
59 
63 
65 
55 
58 
59 
57 
65 
63 
67 
64 
65 
62 
Age 
Group 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
1 
1 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
Contd. 
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Respon-
dent 
31. 
32. 
33 
34. 
35 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44 
45. 
46. 
47, 
48. 
49 
50. 
Attributes of Trust 
1 
3 
2 
5 
5 
10 
6 
9 
6 
3 
3 
6 
1 
6 
2 
0 
7 
2 
5 
3 
5 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
0 
8 
9 
6 
3 
3 
6 
4 
2 
3 
3 
7 
2 
5 
2 
2 
3 
4 
3 
7 
4 
9 
8 
8 
10 
5 
4 
6 
6 
5 
3 
6 
4 
6 
6 
5 
7 
4 
6 
6 
8 
4 
7 
5 
7 
6 
1 
4 
4 
2 
6 
3 
3 
4 
2 
2 
4 
3 
5 
1 
0 
2 
7 
0 
3 
0 
0 
5 
0 
5 
0 
3 
0 
0 
4 
0 
5 
2 
4 
6 
6 
1 
5 
2 
9 
9 
9 
10 
4 
6 
4 
6 
3 
5 
4 
2 
6 
0 
2 
4 
7 
4 
6 
4 
3 
3 
2 
7 
5 
2 
6 
5 
4 
5 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
5 
5 
8 
5 
7 
4 
3 
9 
9 
7 
10 
4 
7 
7 
2 
7 
8 
4 
4 
2 
4 
5 
2 
9 
5 
8 
8 
8 
10 
5 
9 
9 
6 
4 
6 
4 
4 
5 
7 
4 
7 
7 
6 
9 
10 
4 
4 
3 
3 
0 
2 
0 
0 
5 
0 
0 
7 
0 
0 
10 
1 
0 
3 
2 
5 
11 
5 
7 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 
8 
6 
5 
4 
4 
4 
7 
2 
4 
8 
5 
6 
6 
12 
6 
5 
3 
6 
7 
8 
3 
9 
6 
8 
4 
6 
4 
8 
3 
5 
6 
5 
2 
3 
Trust 
52 
52 
56 
53 
69 
71 
77 
79 
50 
50 
57 
46 
49 
50 
47 
50 
44 
49 
44 
55 
Age 
Group 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1- Open 
2- Willingness to take risk 
3- Cooperative 
4- Accepting and warm 
5- Expert 
6- Accountable 
7- Supportive 
8- Respectful 
9- Genuine 
10-IVlutual 
11- Open minded about problems 
12- Depe ndable 
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Organization - D: (Private Sector - Communication Industry) 
Respon-
dent 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6, 
7 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
11. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
Attributes of Trust 
1 
4 
5 
10 
7 
7 
9 
4 
7 
9 
7 
6 
4 
6 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
7 
5 
5 
6 
4 
7 
6 
5 
5 
2 
4 
0 
6 
1 
2 
6 
7 
5 
0 
6 
5 
6 
6 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
6 
6 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
3 
7 
6 
3 
9 
3 
3 
2 
6 
8 
7 
5 
5 
6 
5 
5 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
6 
5 
5 
5 
6 
4 
4 
2 
5 
5 
4 
4 
0 
7 
2 
4 
3 
6 
6 
5 
6 
5 
5 
5 
3 
6 
6 
3 
7 
5 
5 
6 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
4 
10 
6 
6 
8 
4 
4 
7 
4 
6 
5 
4 
6 
5 
6 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
4 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
6 
10 
10 
9 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
7 
6 
4 
4 
6 
4 
3 
5 
5 
5 
6 
5 
6 
4 
5 
6 
5 
4 
5 
4 
7 
5 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
7 
3 
7 
5 
5 
1 
5 
6 
4 
5 
5 
3 
5 
7 
6 
5 
5 
6 
4 
5 
4 
4 
6 
3 
4 
8 
7 
10 
5 
4 
7 
5 
6 
5 
4 
5 
2 
5 
4 
6 
6 
5 
5 
6 
6 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
9 
8 
0 
3 
7 
4 
5 
3 
5 
6 
6 
7 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
7 
4 
3 
3 
5 
3 
2 
4 
6 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
10 
5 
5 
6 
9 
4 
5 
6 
6 
10 
6 
9 
6 
6 
6 
4 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
6 
6 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
11 
4 
5 
4 
5 
9 
3 
5 
3 
4 
6 
7 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
4 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
6 
6 
6 
7 
6 
6 
12 
5 
10 
2 
1 
7 
7 
7 
5 
8 
5 
4 
4 
5 
6 
6 
6 
5 
6 
6 
4 
7 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
6 
5 
5 
Trust 
68 
66 
65 
58 
61 
62 
58 
67 
70 
71 
60 
59 
67 
58 
60 
63 
56 
62 
62 
56 
63 
60 
58 
64 
67 
56 
57 
61 
59 
59 
Age 
Group 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1-
2-
3-
4-
5-
6-
7-
8-
9-
10-
11-
12-
Open 
Willingness to take risk 
Cooperative 
Accepting and warm 
Expert 
Accountable 
Supportive 
Respectful 
Genuine 
Mutu al 
Open minded about problems 
Depe ndable 
Organization - A : (Public Sector- Banl^ ing Industry) 
Respond 
ent 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
Managerial Roles 
ME 
55 
6 
5 5 
5 75 
6 
5 25 
55 
6 25 
55 
55 
5 5 
5 75 
6 25 
6 
5 75 
5 
55 
6 75 
6 25 
6 
5 75 
6 25 
5 
6 
4 5 
4 
6 
5 75 
6 5 
5 25 
5 25 
5 5 
5 25 
5 75 
2 
5 25 
6 
4 75 
5 25 
5 
6 
6 75 
6 5 
6 5 
5 75 
5 75 
6 
5 75 
5 
6 75 
FA 
52 
6 2 
52 
6 
58 
5 6 
4 6 
5 2 
6 8 
6 
6 2 
6 4 
5 8 
6 
5 6 
6 
4 6 
56 
5 8 
4 2 
5 8 
4 8 
58 
5 6 
5 
52 
6 4 
52 
4 8 
56 
56 
54 
56 
58 
4 
62 
6 4 
64 
54 
6 
54 
54 
5 8 
58 
62 
6 
54 
52 
5 
6 
CC 
5 75 
55 
5 75 
6 
5 75 
5 75 
6 
5 25 
6 
5 
65 
55 
65 
5 25 
5 25 
4 5 
55 
5 75 
65 
L 4 25 
4 75 
5 
5 
4 
4 5 
4 75 
5 25 
55 
4 75 
6 
55 
6 5 
5 75 
6 75 
5 75 
6 5 
55 
6 
6 
65 
5 25 
65 
6 25 
5 75 
6 25 
6 
6 25 
6 25 
5 75 
55 
AM 
5 75 
4 75 
5 75 
65 
5 25 
5 25 
3 75 
5 
5 25 
5 25 
5 25 
65 
6 25 
55 
5 75 
5 75 
45 
55 
6 25 
3 75 
4 75 
45 
4 75 
3 75 
4 75 
45 
55 
4 75 
4 75 
5 75 
5 25 
5 25 
6 25 
5 75 
6 
55 
5 25 
5 25 
6 
6 25 
55 
55 
6 25 
6 
6 25 
4 75 
6 
6 25 
5 25 
65 
PR 
6 6 
58 
64 
62 
54 
54 
4 8 
5 8 
6 2 
6 
58 
62 
54 
64 
56 
56 
6 6 
56 
54 
4 8 
58 
48 
6 6 
6 2 
66 
6 4 
64 
52 
5 
58 
58 
6 
58 
56 
58 
66 
6 
6 2 
6 8 
52 
56 
6 4 
7 
58 
5 
6 4 
6 4 
64 
54 
54 
Dl 
58 
56 
58 
54 
56 
58 
56 
62 
56 
56 
6 4 
6 
6 4 
64 
56 
6 
7 
64 
64 
56 
58 
5 
6 6 
66 
64 
6 6 
6 
54 
54 
62 
54 
6 4 
56 
56 
64 
52 
6 4 
54 
62 
56 
62 
52 
56 
64 
6 2 
6 
6 2 
64 
58 
6 4 
CO 
3 
36 
4 4 
5 
1 4 
1 
6 6 
6 
2 8 
6 6 
6 
L 2 
6 6 
7 
6 
7 
6 6 
6 6 
7 
2 
6 
4 4 
6 6 
1 4 
6 6 
6 
5 
5 
6 
1 4 
6 
7 
5 
4 4 
2 
6 6 
6 6 
5 
6 
6 6 
5 
6 6 
1 4 
5 
6 6 
5 
6 2 
6 
5 
5 
MO 
5 
55 
35 
44 
5 75 
55 
4 
5 75 
6 25 
5 25 
6 5 
65 
5 
6 
5 75 
6 5 
65 
6 5 
5 
6 
5 
5 25 
6 75 
5 75 
6 75 
7 
6 
5 75 
4 5 
5 75 
6 5 
6 75 
5 75 
5 25 
6 25 
6 
6 
6 5 
6 25 
7 
6 
55 
6 25 
5 
55 
6 25 
6 25 
65 
6 25 
5 25 
152 
Organization - B: (Private Sector - Banking Industry) 
Respond 
ent 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
Managerial Roles 
ME 
4 
35 
4 25 
5 
3 25 
45 
5 25 
3 25 
3 75 
2 75 
35 
3 75 
4 
55 
5 
25 
35 
5 25 
3 75 
3 
5 75 
4 75 
3 25 
5 
4 
6 25 
5 75 
4 75 
3 25 
55 
FA 
34 
4 8 
4 2 
32 
38 
4 4 
36 
4 6 
34 
2 8 
34 
4 8 
3 
4 6 
4 
4 
4 6 
4 
4 4 
34 
4 4 
34 
34 
28 
26 
32 
26 
32 
4 2 
3 
CC 
45 
4 75 
2 
5 
4 
4 
5 
25 
3 
45 
25 
25 
3 75 
2 75 
3 25 
35 
2 75 
3 25 
25 
4 75 
55 
4 75 
3 25 
35 
3 75 
4 
4 25 
4 
35 
4 75 
AM 
25 
45 
4 75 
2 75 
3 
5 25 
2 75 
4 
2 75 
5 
3 75 
3 75 
05 
4 
45 
55 
4 
3 75 
3 25 
3 25 
35 
5 
3 75 
3 25 
4 25 
3 
4 
4 
45 
4 75 
PR 
28 
4 8 
4 2 
32 
4 
34 
36 
4 4 
54 
4 8 
44 
4 8 
54 
4 2 
4 4 
4 
4 4 
44 
42 
32 
3 
34 
4 6 
4 8 
4 8 
3 
4 4 
34 
52 
28 
Dl 
38 
4 6 
4 
5 
36 
4 
4 8 
5 
6 
5 
46 
32 
4 
42 
46 
38 
42 
38 
34 
44 
34 
56 
64 
36 
38 
4 6 
26 
38 
4 6 
38 
CO 
4 2 
34 
6 2 
4 6 
28 
4 
46 
3 
44 
5 
4 2 
4 2 
34 
32 
4 
4 
38 
4 
38 
54 
24 
48 
36 
46 
4 4 
36 
3 
4 2 
34 
4 2 
MO 
3 
2 
5 75 
1 75 
4 25 
45 
1 75 
3 25 
2 75 
35 
4 
4 25 
3 25 
4 75 
3 25 
35 
4 
4 5 
4 5 
3 75 
35 
35 
2 75 
4 25 
35 
4 
3 75 
5 
3 25 
4 5 
ME - Mentor role 
FA - Facilitator role 
CC - Change Catalyst role 
AM - Ambassador role 
P R - Producer role 
Dl - Director role 
CO - Coordinator role 
MO - Monitor role 
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Responde 
nt 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
ME 
6 75 
5 25 
6 
5 75 
5 75 
6 25 
5 25 
4 75 
6 25 
6 75 
6 
6 75 
6 25 
6 25 
5 75 
4 75 
5 25 
4 5 
5 5 
6 25 
5 5 
5 75 
5 5 
6 5 
5 5 
6 75 
6 25 
5 75 
5 25 
5 75 
5 25 
7 
5 25 
5 75 
2 25 
6 
5 
5 75 
5 25 
6 
5 5 
5 
6 
6 
4 75 
6 
6 75 
6 
5 25 
5 5 
Organization - C: (Public Sector - Communication Industry) 
FA 
5 6 
5 6 
6 2 
5 8 
6 4 
6 
5 4 
6 
6 4 
5 6 
6 6 
6 6 
6 4 
4 8 
5 6 
4 8 
4 6 
4 6 
5 2 
5 
5 8 
5 6 
6 
5 8 
6 
5 6 
4 8 
5 2 
5 4 
6 4 
5 4 
5 2 
5 6 
5 8 
4 
5 8 
5 4 
5 8 
5 6 
6 
6 8 
5 8 
5 6 
6 4 
5 
6 4 
5 4 
6 6 
6 2 
5 8 
CC 
6 5 
5 75 
6 25 
6 25 
6 5 
6 5 
55 
5 25 
5 25 
5 75 
6 75 
5 
6 25 
6 5 
5 75 
5 25 
4 25 
4 25 
5 75 
5 
6 
5 
5 25 
6 
5 
6 75 
5 
5 75 
55 
5 25 
5 75 
6 
55 
5 25 
5 75 
6 
5 75 
6 75 
55 
5 25 
6 
4 5 
4 
5 25 
4 5 
55 
6 5 
6 5 
65 
6 
Managerial Roles 
AM 
5 75 
6 25 
6 
5 75 
6 5 
6 25 
5 25 
4 5 
6 75 
6 5 
5 75 
4 75 
6 25 
5 25 
5 25 
4 5 
4 
5 
5 75 
5 75 
5 75 
5 75 
6 
5 5 
6 
6 
4 5 
4 75 
4 75 
6 5 
5 
5 5 
5 25 
5 5 
6 
5 5 
5 75 
5 25 
5 25 
5 5 
5 25 
5 75 
3 75 
5 5 
4 5 
5 25 
5 5 
55 
55 
5 25 
PR 
6 4 
5 6 
6 4 
5 6 
6 
6 4 
5 8 
5 8 
5 4 
6 4 
5 6 
5 8 
6 4 
6 4 
5 8 
6 
5 
2 
6 4 
58 
6 2 
6 
58 
56 
6 
6 6 
4 8 
5 4 
6 4 
6 
54 
6 2 
58 
6 
5 8 
5 
6 
6 6 
5 4 
6 4 
6 2 
5 6 
6 2 
6 4 
6 6 
6 
6 4 
5 2 
6 6 
6 8 
Dl 
5 6 
5 8 
5 4 
56 
6 2 
6 
5 6 
4 8 
6 
5 6 
6 2 
6 6 
6 6 
6 
62 
5 8 
5 8 
5 8 
58 
54 
5 4 
6 4 
6 
5 
5 8 
6 2 
5 
5 2 
6 2 
6 
5 4 
5 6 
5 4 
5 6 
6 4 
58 
6 4 
6 2 
5 8 
6 4 
58 
6 
6 6 
6 
6 4 
6 6 
5 2 
6 2 
52 
6 2 
CO 
6 
7 
6 
7 
5 6 
6 
7 
7 
6 6 
6 6 
5 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
7 
6 6 
5 
5 
6 
5 
6 
6 
7 
5 
6 6 
6 6 
4 4 
5 6 
6 6 
5 
7 
6 6 
5 6 
7 
6 6 
5 
6 6 
6 2 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
6 
MO 
5 5 
5 75 
6 25 
5 25 
5 5 
6 75 
6 5 
6 75 
55 
5 5 
6 75 
5 
6 25 
6 75 
6 
6 75 
6 75 
6 75 
5 
5 25 
6 25 
5 75 
5 
6 
5 25 
5 75 
5 25 
5 5 
6 25 
4 75 
6 25 
6 
6 5 
6 25 
6 25 
6 5 
6 
5 75 
6 5 
6 
6 25 ' 
7 
5 75 
6 
6 75 
6 
5 5 
5 25 
6 
6 25 
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Organization - D: (Private Sector - Communication Industry) 
Respond 
ent / 
A 
yi 
y 3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
Managerial Roles 
ME 
4 
3 
3 25 
5 
5 
4 5 
5 
5 
3 75 
4 25 
5 
3 75 
4 25 
4 5 
5 25 
25 
5 25 
5 25 
4 75 
4 75 
35 
5 75 
4 75 
4 25 
4 
2 75 
5 
3 75 
5 
5 75 
FA 
38 
38 
36 
54 
42 
48 
52 
5 
38 
4 
48 
4 2 
42 
36 
4 
46 
42 
3 
3 
3 
4 
38 
46 
38 
3 
5 
4 4 
4 6 
4 8 
4 
CC 
5 25 
25 
3 75 
5 
6 
55 
5 75 
5 75 
2 75 
4 25 
6 25 
3 75 
35 
4 
3 75 
35 
25 
5 25 
35 
45 
45 
4 
4 25 
4 5 
2 75 
3 25 
3 
4 25 
3 
2 75 
AM 
5 
3 25 
4 25 
4 75 
5 
35 
6 
5 
2 75 
3 75 
5 25 
4 25 
2 75 
4 25 
4 25 
3 25 
3 25 
2 75 
45 
4 25 
2 25 
35 
3 75 
3 75 
3 75 
4 75 
3 75 
4 25 
35 
2 75 
PR 
52 
34 
32 
58 
46 
44 
66 
44 
3 
48 
56 
4 8 
38 
4 
4 
4 2 
4 
26 
36 
2 
2 6 
32 
38 
28 
34 
38 
36 
44 
36 
32 
Dl 
4 4 
34 
22 
62 
44 
5 
68 
5 
4 
52 
66 
4 4 
56 
4 
3 
36 
4 2 
48 
4 
26 
46 
5 
42 
4 4 
34 
42 
4 4 
34 
54 
4 4 
CO 
44 
36 
36 
56 
32 
48 
62 
46 
36 
44 
65 
28 
34 
38 
24 
32 
5 
4 
46 
5 
44 
38 
34 
54 
46 
34 
46 
42 
4 
3 
MO 
4 
3 
4 25 
5 25 
3 75 
45 
6 
4 5 
3 75 
55 
4 25 
3 75 
35 
55 
4 
3 75 
5 25 
3 75 
3 25 
5 
35 
2 75 
4 75 
4 75 
5 25 
5 25 
35 
6 
3 25 
4 
ME - IVientor role 
FA - Facilitator role 
CC - Change Catalyst role 
AM - Ambassador role 
P R - Producer role 
Dl - Director role 
CO - Coordinator role 
MO - Monitor role 
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